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Abstract
The purpose of the study was to analyze faculty stress with three interrelated parts. First,
the study examined the relationship between work engagement, stress factors, stress outcomes,
and faculty characteristics. Next, the study analyzed the relationship between students’
perception of faculty stress, faculty teaching effectiveness, class size, and student classification.
Finally, the study investigated faculty preferences for health and wellness programs in the
workplace. The study used two anonymous online questionnaires to collect data from 45 faculty
participants and 119 student participants from a U.S. public, four-year research university. For
faculty, the results demonstrated statistically significant strong relationships between all the
stress factors and outcomes indicating faculty who experience any of these stressors are more
likely to disengage from work. Work disengagement, stress factors, and stress outcomes had
statistically significant correlations with age, tenure status, and gender. Younger faculty are more
likely to experience burnout, issues with cognitive concerns, and disengage from work tasks.
Non-tenure-track faculty are more likely to disengage from work, experience higher levels of
stress and burnout, and experience physical, cognitive, and mental health concerns. The results
also indicated that female faculty are more likely to present with cognitive concerns. For
students, the study found that students are more likely to perceive a faculty member is less
effective when the faculty member is perceived as sad or tense. Students are also more likely to
perceive faculty who display sadness as the class size increases or as students move up in
classification. The study fills gaps that enhance the understanding of faculty stress and various
dimensions that contribute to work disengagement, teaching effectiveness, and managing stress.
Keywords: work disengagement, faculty stress, faculty burnout, faculty mental health,
faculty physical health, teaching effectiveness, college student perceptions, health and wellness
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The faculty-student relationship is essential to promote student growth and academic success
in higher education (Hoffman, 2014). The problem is that higher education faculty are stressed,
their needs are often overlooked, and there is no evidence on students’ perceptions of faculty
stress in the classroom (Barnes et al., 1998). Faculty have many roles to include transforming
students in a positive way by providing knowledge, advising, and mentoring them, which
increases student self-efficacy, self-confidence, motivation, and overall satisfaction (Dillon,
2018; Hoffman, 2014; Nevarez & Wood, 2010). Unfortunately, faculty may sometimes ignore
that students are underperforming and may not model healthy ways of dealing with stress
(Dillon, 2018). Conversely, time is required to fulfill all faculty work demands, which can affect
stress levels that have the potential to impact academic work and may lead to faculty’s intent to
leave higher education (Austin & Pilat, 1990; Barnes et al., 1998; Darabi et al., 2017b).
The importance of addressing faculty stress has been evident in the literature since at least
the mid-1980s, and in the 1990s systematic changes occurred in the higher education
environment that affected faculty roles and contributed to increased levels of stress (Austin &
Pilat, 1990; Darabi et al., 2017b). The concern for faculty is that “those outside the academy may
think that professors have a lot of free time, those inside the ivy-covered walls often feel like
jugglers…too many responsibilities and deadlines [are] exacerbated by uncertainty about how
best to allocate [a faculty member’s] time” (Austin & Pilat, 1990, p. 39). It is imperative that
higher education leaders focus on combatting faculty stress to maintain vitality and retain
competent faculty. This aspect is especially true during the time of the study. Approximately two
weeks prior to data collection, the research university that was studied closed due to the COVID19 pandemic. Although the study was not designed to consider the impact the pandemic would
1

have on the study, it could not be negated as a contributing factor on faculty stress. The study
consists of three interrelated parts: (1) Understanding faculty stress and its relationship to levels
of work disengagement, (2) How students perceive faculty stress and teaching effectiveness in
the classroom, and (3) An understanding of what faculty prefer to combat faculty stress in the
workplace. I will begin by expanding on the problem and purpose of the study. Then, the terms
that were used in the study will be defined followed by the delimitations of the study and
research questions. First, the problem needs to be understood to enhance the clarity of the
purpose of the study.
Problem Statement
For faculty, stress has become normalized and is now seemingly an intrinsic element of a
faculty member’s life; however, the relationship between faculty stress, work engagement, and
students’ perceptions of teaching effectiveness is unclear (Darabi et al., 2017a). Stress can have
psychological effects such as creating anxiousness, promoting a loss of interest in meaningful
activities, and perpetuating a bad temper (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). Faculty stress can
also develop emotional effects such as apprehension, diminished tolerance, anger, depression,
and irritability. Additionally, stress is predictive of changes in affect, which is the subjective
experiences of a person’s feelings or emotions that are often conveyed in a person’s face or body
(Jacobs & Jacobs, 2001). Stress can lower positive affect or increase negative affect and
contribute to poor mental health (Darabi et al., 2017b). Mental health concerns are linked to
stress and burnout. Burnout is a form of stress that is perpetuated by a long-term response to
work overload with possible outcomes of physical, emotional, and/or mental exhaustion
(Lackritz, 2014; Padilla & Thompson, 2015). Burnout is a national concern in the workplace
because workplace stress accounts for $190 billion in overall health care costs (Lynch, 2015).
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According to The American Institute of Stress (AIS, n.d.), stress is costly and accounts for $300
billion in costs associated with accidents, absenteeism, employee turnover, diminished
productivity, worker’s compensation, and direct medical, legal, or insurance costs. Both stress
and burnout contribute to physical health problems. Health concerns are related to high blood
pressure, fatigue, headaches, and poor eating and sleeping habits (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora,
2016). Evidence indicates that faculty experience stress and burnout, which impacts job
performance and overall job satisfaction; however, the evidence in higher education does not
provide statistics associated with absenteeism, employee turnover, and diminished productivity
(Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et al., 2001; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).
Research universities now reflect an organizational expectation to produce high quality work
in the areas of research, teaching, and service, but the high workload demands may require
faculty to work up to 50-70 hours per week, perpetuating inefficacy as professors lose control
over their day (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Gornall & Salisbury, 2012; Jacobs &
Winslow, 2004). Working 70 hours a week has become typical, especially for tenure track
faculty because they lack time to meet all the demands and then work spills over into personal
time (Gornall & Salisbury, 2012; Sorcinelli & Near, 1989; Tenuto & Gardiner, 2013). The work
environment is both seen directly and is unseen when work is completed outside the institutional
environment. Lack of time in turn places strain on faculty overall well-being, adversely effects
family life, lowers job satisfaction, and decreases the ability to fulfill roles adequately especially
when providing students quality time because teaching responsibilities compete with other work
demands (Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2001). Current literature
demonstrates a relationship between faculty well-being, specifically stress and burnout, and
consequences towards work performance. The concern is a lack of evidence has been reported on
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how faculty stress is related to work disengagement and how it is perceived by students making
the importance of the study timely and relevant (Darabi et al., 2017a; Darabi et al., 2017b;
Gillespie et al., 2001; Lackritz, 2014; Maslach et al., 2001; Padilla & Thompson, 2015).
Several factors can influence students’ perceptions of the classroom environment. The
physical space of a classroom, the size of the class, peer interactions, teaching loads, and
pedagogical teaching styles can play a role in student outcomes (Bettinger & Long, 2017;
Hirschy & Wilson, 2002; McArthur, 2015). Additionally, the classroom climate mirrors the
learning environment and students’ negative perceptions of the environment can affect academic
success and perpetuate student stress (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002; Johnson et al., 2014). For
students, academic concerns are the largest source of student stress next to financial strains,
personal aspects such as relationships and mental health, lack of social support, fear of failure,
and environmental barriers (Pitt et al., 2018; Reddy et al., 2018). The learning environment is
also influenced by the student’s academic level, curriculum content, and the teaching style of the
faculty member (Ahmed et al., 2018). Moreover, academic relationships are important, so the
faculty-student relationship can also affect learning (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). When faculty
treat students with respect and compassion, faculty promote enthusiasm for learning and increase
student self-efficacy and satisfaction (Hoffman, 2017). The concern is the lack of understanding
between faculty stress and how it is perceived by students, so it is unclear how higher education
leadership can best support faculty to mitigate stress.
To support faculty, it is important that university leaders promote the development of stress
management programs that are both effective and preferred by faculty. Programs should be
implemented based on the faculty’s needs because their well-being may impact job satisfaction
and work performance to include teaching (Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et al., 2001; Maslach
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et al., 2001). The National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion
(NCCPHP, 2016) states that workplace health promotion and wellness programs benefit not only
the employee, but employers as well. Work-related stress is the leading workplace health
problem ranking above physical inactivity and obesity. Work-related stress contributes to
productivity loss from missed work, which costs $225.8 billion or $1,685 per employee.
Workplace programs protect health and prevent disease, but the NCCPHP indicates that very few
employers are using science-based health programs (NCCPHP, 2016). Furthermore, the
American College Health Association conducted a survey with universities that provide health
and wellness programs and found that the largest barriers these institutions faced were faculty
lacking time or interest (Wagner et al., 2012). MacRae and Strout (2014) conducted a self-care
education program with 16 participants, but only 53% were faculty. Haines et al. (2007) only had
three faculty participants in a computer-based education program that included 125 participants.
The lack of evidence requires promoting programs that faculty will use to combat stress in the
workplace. It is important to address the three aspects of the study because they interrelate and
can influence higher education practices.
Purpose of Study
The single institution study used a quantitative approach to examine interrelated parts that
provide additional insight into faculty stress and guide the development of faculty health and
wellness programs that mitigate stress in a U.S. public, four-year research university. The first
part examined faculty stress and its relationship with work engagement. The second part of the
study explored how students perceived faculty stress and the relationship it had with how
students perceived faculty teaching effectiveness in the classroom. Finally, the last part was used
to consider health and wellness program recommendations to address stress in the academic
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workplace. The three parts of the study are interrelated but required different frameworks to
analyze the data. The focus for faculty was to analyze program preferences and work
disengagement as it relates to stress factors and outcomes, which may influence how they teach
in the classroom. The focus for students was to understand their perceptions of faculty teaching
effectiveness as it relates to how faculty reflect different stress characteristics. For faculty, the
study used the Job Demands-Resources (JDR) framework and mindfulness-based principles.
The JDR model is an organizational behavior model that considers the relationship between
job demands, job resources, job satisfaction, stress, and work engagement (Bakker, 2011; Bakker
& Demerouti, 2014). For the study, faculty variables included work disengagement, stress factors
of general stress and burnout, stress outcomes of general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress,
depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns, and faculty characteristics of gender, age, tenure
status, work position, number of hours worked per week, number of classes taught, and the time
of day faculty taught. The study assumed that each faculty member was candid in their response
because stress presents itself differently depending on rank and experience (Carr, 2014). In some
cases, stress levels increase as faculty rank goes up and in other cases, strain from stress is
significantly higher for tenure track faculty versus those already tenured (Carr, 2014; ColacionQuiros & Gemora, 2016). On the other hand, non-tenure-track faculty are usually not included in
faculty stress literature because they are viewed from a deficit model, which means they are
viewed as less valuable than tenured and tenure track faculty and are overlooked especially in the
literature (Eagan et al., 2015). Conversely, Darabi et al. (2017b) found no significant difference
in stress levels between full-time and part-time faculty in institutions of the United Kingdom
(UK). However, since 1970, the percentage of full-time faculty in U.S. institutions has decreased
from 77.8% to 52.7% indicating there are now more part-time faculty in higher education
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institutions (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2018). Stress impacts most faculty,
so all tenure statuses and position levels were included in the study (Kezar & Sam, 2011).
Additionally, mindfulness-based literature guided the questions that provided insight into faculty
preferences of health and wellness programs. Faculty require health and wellness programs that
are not only based on evidence but are provided in a manner that will be useful to faculty. The
insight of the study assisted in providing recommendations for higher education leaders.
Student perceptions were analyzed using the Campus Ecology Theory (Evans et al.,
2010). Campus ecology assumes that students are influenced by the environment, which includes
the faculty and other professionals at the institution (Evans et al., 2010). The PersonalityContagion Theory assumes that a faculty’s emotions, stress, or behaviors from burnout can be
transmitted to students, which can then influence how they learn (Oberle & Schonert-Reichl,
2016). Oberle and Schonert-Reichl (2016) conducted a study of 406 students during eight weeks
with 4th to 7th graders. Cortisol levels were collected three times a day to determine students’
biological stress levels and teachers were assessed for burnout levels. The researchers found that
higher levels of teacher burnout significantly predicted higher levels of students’ morning
cortisol level. Although the study was not predictive of causal effects, it reflected the possibility
that high levels of faculty occupational stress can transfer to students. Additionally, a study
conducted on mice indicated that stress could trigger neurological changes that can be
transmitted to others and have lasting effects (Sterley et al., 2018). Sterley et al. found that
behavioral and hormonal consequences of stress can be transmitted to others. The study states
that when a person is around another person who is highly stressed, that person can begin to feel
the other person’s stress levels at a neurological, hormonal, and behavioral way as though the
stress was their own. These two studies have implications for the study as it is unclear if faculty
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levels of stress can influence student perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness, so it is
important to include the analysis of student perceptions. The two theories assist in explaining
how the classroom environment and faculty behaviors have the potential to influence students’
behaviors and perceptions; however, only the campus ecology theory was used to analyze the
data as student behaviors were not analyzed.
The results of the study guide higher education leaders, including directors of health and
wellness programs, on how to best support the overall well-being of faculty members and
contribute to student success by addressing faculty stress. The study provided important
information on the relationship between faculty stress and work disengagement, student
perceptions of faculty reflecting stress factors and faculty teaching effectiveness, and faculty
preferences for health and wellness program characteristics and implementation.
Discussion of Important Terms
The following important terms are clarified to promote understanding of the terminology
used in the study:
Stress: For the purposes of the study, stress factors consisted of general stress and
burnout. Stress occurs when the body and brain react to adverse life situations (Centers for
Disease Control & Prevention [CDC], n.d.; National Institute of Mental Health [NIMH], n.d.).
When stress is prolonged, it can have physical and psychological outcomes especially if the
stressors are perceived as overwhelming and the person believes the current resources are
inadequate to meet life demands (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). Stress is multifaceted and has a
linear relationship with work performance because cognitive stress increases cognitive demands,
which reduces focus and concentration (Eagan & Garvey, 2015). The consequences of general
stress can present as irritability, tension, anxiety, and depressive symptoms such as sadness
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(Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et al., 2001). General health is
also affected producing poor sleep and somatic stress, which is a physical stressor that can
present as stomach aches, headaches, and muscle tension (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016).
Burnout is a type of stress that develops after a prolonged response to chronic emotional and
interpersonal job stressors (Maslach et al., 2001; Padilla & Thompson, 2015).
Burnout presents itself in three dimensions. The first dimension is emotional exhaustion,
which is a feeling of being overexerted and lacking emotional and physical resources. Cynicism
is the second dimension and can also be referred to as depersonalization, which presents as
indifference, disengagement, and workplace negativity that can dehumanize others. The last
dimension is inefficacy or a reduction in personal accomplishments. These three dimensions can
relate to disengagement at work, which are defined later in this section (Padilla & Thompson,
2015).
Somatic stress is a type of stress that is associated with a physical health response and can
be associated with high blood pressure, headaches, being tired, and digestive problems
(Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). The study considered stomach aches, headaches, and
muscle tension as items that indicate somatic stress and were associated with physical health
outcomes.
General physical health: Stress can impact a person’s physical health with outcomes of
headaches, tiredness or fatigue, poor sleep quality, diminished sleep, poor eating habits, and
increased blood pressure (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;). General health included the
faculty’s perception of their overall physical health as well as how they perceived their physical
health in relation to the quality of sleep obtained. Poor sleep quality may impact a person’s
mental and physical health with stress outcomes of irritability and fatigue (Colacion-Quiros &
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Gemora, 2016; Darabi et al., 2017b). The study considered somatic stress as an aspect that
represents a faculty member’s physical health.
Work Disengagement: Disengagement is the act of distancing oneself or presenting with
withdrawn behaviors that can create tension with others and general work responsibilities
(Demerouti et al., 2010; Toppin & Pullens, 2015). Disengagement can be influenced by
overwork, excessive expectations, financial concerns, family commitment, and other life
demands (Toppin & Pullens, 2015). The study analyzed work disengagement as it related to the
relationship between faculty and work responsibilities and the willingness to continue
completing work tasks. Depersonalization is one aspect of disengagement, which can present
itself as cynicism or an uncaring or indifferent attitude towards others such as students or one’s
work (Demerouti et al., 2015; Lackritz, 2004; Sabagh et al., 2018).
Mindfulness: Mindfulness is the act of being aware of the present moment in a purposeful
way without judging one’s thoughts or actions, which allows a person to consider the
consequences of one’s actions before speaking or acting (Brems, 2015). Due to the extensive
research and benefits of mindfulness, specific therapeutic strategies were developed known as
mindfulness-based interventions (MBIs) that have been used with a variety of populations
(Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015; Franco et al., 2010; Krusche, Cyhlarova, & Williams, 2013;
Morledge et al., 2013; Reiser et al., 2016).
Learning Environment: The learning environment consist of four elements: course
context, teaching and assessment of the content, the student and faculty relationship, and the
student’s culture (Evans et al., 2010). Evidence indicates that students’ perception of the learning
environment differed depending on the academic level, so the study analyzed the differences
between undergraduate, masters, and doctoral students (Ahmed et al., 2018). The study was
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analyzed using the campus ecology framework and only focused on the course context and the
student and faculty relationship because the perspective of the framework assumes that students
are influenced by the environment and the people. Faculty were the primary focus in the case of
the study.
Faculty demographic characteristics used in the study: Aside from work disengagement
and stress factors and outcomes, it is important to clarify the purpose of the faculty demographic
characteristics that were analyzed. The characteristics that were studied included tenure status
that consisted of tenured, tenure track, and non-tenure-track faculty, work position such as fulltime or part-time, time of day faculty taught, number of hours worked per week, number of
classes taught, gender, and age.
Tenure status and work position: Carr (2014) demonstrated differences in strain related to
stress between tenured faculty and tenure track faculty. However, the stress was dependent on
the experience of faculty. Stress levels among the three tenure statuses of tenured, tenure track,
and non-tenure-track have not been compared together. For the study, it was important to analyze
the tenure status and work position differences to further understand how faculty stress is related
to work disengagement.
Work position: In 1970, part-time faculty consisted of 21.9% of all faculty while in 2016,
47.3% represented part-time faculty indicating an increase in the percent of part-time faculty in
degree-granting post-secondary institutions (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES],
2018). The increase in part-time faculty indicates they should be considered in the study.
Furthermore, there is a false assumption that non-tenure-track faculty have less commitment and
engagement and are often overlooked and viewed through a deficit model (Kezar & Sam, 2011).
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However, their level of well-being can influence the engagement in the classroom and was
included in the study.
Time of day: Cladellas and Castello (2011) found a difference between faculty and the
time of day faculty taught: faculty who taught during regular work hours between 8:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m. and faculty who taught outside of these hours. They indicated higher levels of stress
for faculty who taught outside the work hours. It is the only study of its kind, so it was important
to analyze the same relationship in the current study.
Number of hours worked per week: Workload is a concern that impacts faculty stress, but
has not been clearly quantified (Carr, 2014). The number of hours worked per week may provide
insight on how to quantify workload. The U.S. Department of Labor, under the Fair labor
Standards Act (FLSA), does not define the number of hours per week that are required to be
considered a full-time or part-time employee, but it states that employees who work over 40
hours in a week should receive at least one and one-half times the regular rate (2008); however,
university professors are exempt employees and are not eligible for additional pay for long work
weeks. For this reason, employers tend to acknowledge that 40 hours per week is the standard
full-time status, but full-time status can range between 30 and 50 hours per week (Upcounsel,
2019). The 50-hour work week usually applies to salary-based employees. With these hours in
mind, Tight (2010) analyzed surveys conducted between 1998-2004 in the United Kingdom
(UK). The results indicated that 64% of academic faculty averaged more than 48 hours per week
while 22% worked more than 55 hours per week. Melin et al. (2014) found that faculty averaged
between 38.9 to 49.3 hours per week and that work dissatisfaction increased as the number of
hours worked per week increased. Faculty who reported being very dissatisfied ranged between
5.2% for faculty who worked less than 50 hours per week to 10.1% for faculty who work more
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than 50 hours per week to 12.5% for faculty who worked over 60 hours per week. For the study,
it was important to analyze the range of hours worked per week as it could impact stress levels.
Number of classes taught: The number of classes taught has not been analyzed in the
current literature. However, the number of classes taught may provide additional insight on how
to quantify workload and the stress that impacts performance.
Gender: Gender plays an important role in academic life. According to one study, women
tend to be less satisfied compared to men and are often under-represented as they lack adequate
mentorship and demonstrate poor work balance (Waljee et al., 2015). Gender has the potential to
impact turnover intentions especially among female faculty that is strongly correlated with a lack
of satisfaction with research support, lack of advancement opportunities, and inability to express
their ideas (Xu, 2008). Although research outlines disparities for women, research is unclear
when related to faculty stress. Lackritz (2004) indicated that females experience more exhaustion
compared to males; however other researchers did not find a significant difference in stress
levels between males and females (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). Faculty stress has been
compared between men and women, but the research has not factored faculty who identify as
transgender, which should be considered. In the study, cisgender is an identity label of
individuals who identify with the gender they were born with and identify with the behavioral,
cultural, and psychological traits associated with that sex (Seelman, 2014). Transgender is an
umbrella term used to identify individuals that incorporate other gender-different identities such
as cross-dresser, female-to-male, male-to-female, two-spirit, third sex, and genderqueer. The
terms are important for the term cisgender is meant to assist in understanding the oppressions of
individuals who identify as transgender. The literature related to higher education and faculty has
only included cisgender identities and lacks the comparison of all possible gender identities.
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Although the research in these areas is limited, the results suggest that faculty who identify as
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) experience negative work climates that have
direct negative consequences in their careers (Bilimoria & Stewart, 2007). LaSala et al. (2008)
described the risks and rewards of faculty who identify as LGBT that can include being hired
specifically to fill a minority gap in an institution, but inclusion is not provided leaving faculty
feeling isolated. Faculty may also experience stereotypes that discriminate against their capacity.
For example, faculty may be viewed as the expert on LGBT versus an expert of teaching or
research making faculty feeling vulnerable. A qualitative study of 17 social work faculty found
that faculty who identified as LGBT tended be open despite negative consequences because they
felt a responsibility to themselves as well as others (Prock et al., 2019). The acceptance of
identifying as LGBT has become more acceptable; however, marginalization and discrimination
continue for these individuals, which may impact the stress levels experienced in the workplace
(Prock et al., 2019). For this reason, it was important to consider all gender identities in the
study.
Age: Carr (2014) stated that the youngest (20-29) and oldest faculty (70-89) felt less
strain compared to those aged between 30-69 and the oldest group had the lowest coping levels.
However, Colacion-Quiros & Gemorea (2016) stated faculty in the Philippines who are over 58
tended to have higher levels of stress. Conversely, age is negatively correlated with burnout,
which means younger faculty are at higher risks of burnout (Lackritz, 2004). The literature is
contradictory requiring further analysis of this demographic characteristic and was analyzed in
the study.
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Delimitations
The campus climate embodies all physical and non-physical aspects of the campus
environment and can promote growth and democracy when a culture of respect, inclusion, and
appreciation for all differences is present (Griffin, 2017; Harbour & Greenberg, 2017). Problems
occur when the campus attitude, behavior, and standards do not respect the needs, abilities, and
potential of its community members (Harbour & Greenberg, 2017). Research related to campus
climate primarily addresses issues with diversity and mental health. Although these factors are
important, campus climate is broad, but it can contribute to the perceptions faculty and students
have about the classroom environment (Harbour & Greenberg, 2017). The faculty-student
relationship primarily occurs in the classroom, which is why the campus ecology framework was
used to understand students perceptions of faculty because the framework assumes that students
can be affected by the classroom environment that includes the people in it (Evans et al., 2010;
Hoffman, 2017).
The study did not assume that the learning environment is only influenced by faculty
stress and acknowledges that several factors may influence how students perceive the classroom
environment. Although many student outcomes could be studied related to the classroom
environment, the purpose of the study was to understand how faculty stress was perceived by
students and the relationship it had on how student’s perceived faculty teaching effectiveness.
For this reason, the demographic information requested by the students is meant to provide a
profile of the participants. Except for the student’s class size and classification, the demographic
information was not analyzed. Using the campus ecology framework, the study invited student
participants who were enrolled in a course that had physically began in a classroom and faculty
who began teaching in a physical classroom, which excluded students who were only enrolled in
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online courses and faculty who only taught online courses during the semester of the study. It is
important to report that the closure of the university, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, required
that the study announcement and consent letters be clear. The two forms indicated that the study
sought participants who had begun the semester in a physical classroom even though data was
collected while faculty and students were completing the semester online. The assumption of the
study was that student participants would be candid in their responses in order to examine
students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and how faculty reflected stress
characteristics. The study also assumed students would understand the terms related to stress that
are indicated in the questionnaire. Stress appears in various forms, so students were provided
different terms such as tension, anxiousness, annoyance, anger, sadness, being tired, or often
forgetful to describe their perceptions of the faculty member’s stress (Colacion-Quiros &
Gemora, 2016; Gillespie et al., 2001). The study only examined one U.S. public, four-year
research university because using the campus ecology framework assumed the institution that
was studied could not be compared to other institutions.
The study focused on a public institution rather than a private institution because the
overall literature provides evidence of faculty stress in public universities (Ablandedo-Rosas et
al., 2011; Barnes et al., 1998; Cladellas & Castello, 2011; Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Darabi et al., 2017a; Darabi et al., 2017b; Eagan & Garvey, 2015; Gillespie et al., 2001; Lackritz,
2004; Mudrak et al., 2018; Padilla & Thompson, 2015). The National Center for Education
Statistics (2019) reported that 14.7 million students would attend a public institution, which is
more than the 5.2 million students that were anticipated to attend a private institution (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2019). Furthermore, there is inadequate evidence in U.S.
literature on faculty stress and none that identify the student perceptions of faculty stress in the
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classroom. For example, five U.S. studies were reviewed since 1998 and only three reflected
studies in public institutions: one West coast university, one unknown U.S. university, and one
doctoral-granting university (Ablandedo-Rosas et al., 2011; Lackritz, 2004; Padilla &
Thompson, 2015). The other two studies reviewed secondary data. Additionally, only one study
analyzed faculty stress in an international private university and did not add to the literature
review of the study because the primary focus of the institution was teaching and all the
instructors were male, which does not reflect the institution that the study analyzed (Iqbal &
Kokas, 2011). To understand faculty stress and students’ perceptions of faculty teaching
effectiveness and how they reflect stress characteristics, it was important to begin with public
universities because they have been identified in the literature related to faculty stress.
Many aspects of faculty stress, as it relates to work responsibilities, could have been
analyzed, but the focus of the study was to understand what faculty stress factors were related to
work disengagement and teaching effectiveness with an intent to understand ways to promote
programs that may mitigate faculty stress. Colacion-Quiros and Gemora (2016) found a few
aspects that caused stress such as heavy workloads with high demands and long working hours.
Stress affects physical and mental health aspects such as feeling tired, poor eating habits,
headaches, and feeling anxious, angry, depressed, or intolerant towards others (Colacion-Quiros
& Gemora, 2016). Drawing from Colacion-Quiros and Gemora (2016), faculty with high
workloads indicated frustration with people and the environment resulting in decreased job
satisfaction. The current study sought to understand how faculty stress contributed to work
disengagement especially in the classroom. Stress factors that were used in the study were stress
and burnout. Stress outcomes included general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive
symptoms, and quality of sleep. Furthermore, faculty demographics of gender, age, tenure status,
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work position, number of hours worked per week, number of classes taught, and time of day
faculty taught were asked to develop a profile of the participants. The information was also used
to compare the differences among faculty and their relationship to work disengagement, stress
factors, and stress outcomes.
Faculty stress was analyzed based on faculty’s perceptions of their stress, burnout, and
general physical and mental health levels. It is important to state that although research and grant
writing contribute to faculty stress, they were not analyzed in the study because not all faculty
that will be studied, which includes full-time and part-time faculty, will have research
responsibilities (Gallup & Svare, 2016). Likewise, race and ethnicity were not acknowledged
aside from reporting frequency distributions to establish the participant’s profile and to enhance
further understanding of other faculty characteristics that were studied because the concerns
related to race and ethnicity are vast and beyond the scope of the study. Therefore, the study did
not account for all the possible sources of faculty stressors. The study assumes and sought to
understand how general faculty stress, regardless of the source, influences faculty’s perception of
their stress as well as student’s perception of the learning environment, which includes students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and how faculty reflect stress characteristics.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The study investigated the relationship between work disengagement and faculty stress that
included factors of stress such as general stress and burnout and outcomes of stress such as
concerns with physical and mental health. To understand students’ perceptions, the study
analyzed the students’ perception of faculty teaching effectiveness in the classroom and how
students perceived faculty displayed characteristics of stress. Given the analytical strategy that
was used, the study’s research questions, and the hypotheses related to each are as follows:
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Research Question 1: How are faculty stress factors related to work disengagement?
Research Hypothesis 1: Faculty burnout, general stress, cognitive stress, depressive symptoms,
poor general health, poor sleep, and somatic stress are positively related to work disengagement.
Research Question 2: Are stress factors and work disengagement related to faculty of different
characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 2: Different levels of stress factors and work disengagement are related to
tenure status, work position, time of day faculty taught, number of hours worked per week,
number of classes taught, gender, and age.
Research Question 3: Are stress outcomes and work disengagement related to faculty of different
characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 3: Different levels of stress outcomes and work disengagement are related
to tenure status, work position, time of day faculty taught, number of hours worked per week,
number of classes taught, gender, and age.
Research Question 4: Are students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness related to
student’s perceptions of faculty stress characteristics in the classroom?
Research Hypothesis 4: Students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness are related to
students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress characteristics (stressed, tense,
anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
Research Question 5: Are different class sizes related to students’ perceptions of faculty teaching
effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress characteristics in the
classroom?
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Research Hypothesis 5: Different class sizes are related to students’ perceptions of faculty
teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress
characteristics (stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
Research Question 6: Are different college student classifications related to students’ perceptions
of faculty teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress
characteristics in the classroom?
Research Hypothesis 6: Different college student classifications are related to student’s
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of
faculty stress characteristics (stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
Research Question 7: What strategies and delivery methods of health and wellness strategies do
faculty prefer?
Based on these results, the research question did not have a hypothesis as it served to
understand faculty preferences that may influence future programing and research. The study
examined the type of mindfulness-based strategies faculty preferred and how they prefer
programs are implemented. Based on the findings by Wagner et al. (2012), an institution’s
largest barrier in implementing health and wellness programs for faculty is their lack of time and
overall interest in the programs. Drawing on these findings, the questionnaire considered
faculty’s interest by first asking a question that allows faculty to rank areas of interest with terms
related to the effects of practicing mindfulness based techniques such as, but not limited to:
lowering stress, increasing awareness, learning to relax, living more in the present, and
increasing overall health. Time is considered during the second question and considers the
factors that may increase participation in programs. The question asked faculty to consider
various ways that programming could be implemented such as providing a stress relaxation
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training for 5-10 minutes before a departmental meeting, participating in an on campus program
via an online system that can be accessed from a personal office, or getting training via videos or
phone applications. Current literature does not reference these preferences or the usefulness of
using these types of techniques. Mindfulness courses offered online are provided, but they are
not programs implemented based on faculty preferences (Krusche et al., 2013; Morledge et al.,
2013). It is important to consider faculty time and interest when developing programs that
mitigate stress and the study sought to understand these aspects.
Summary
Chapter one briefly outlined the literature explaining the context and problem the study
sought to examine. The purpose of the study was to analyze three interrelated parts with the
intent to recommend how mitigate stress that faculty experience in higher education institutions.
The first part examined the relationship between faculty stress factors and work disengagement.
The literature demonstrates a relationship between faculty work demands and stress, burnout,
and health. However, how work disengagement is related to all aspects of faculty stress is
vaguely understood. The second part of the study sought to examine students’ perceptions of
faculty teaching effectiveness as it related to students’ perceptions of faculty reflecting stress
characteristics. The third part of the study assisted in understanding the types of health and
wellness programs preferred by faculty. The third part was accomplished by asking faculty what
mindfulness-based characteristics faculty would prefer in a program and how they prefer they are
implemented in the workplace. Asking faculty for input is necessary because the National Center
for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion (NCCPHP, 2016) states very few
employers use science-based health programs. Additionally, the American College Health
Association explains that the largest barrier institutions face when implementing health and
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wellness programs is that faculty lack time or interest (Wagner et al., 2012). The study analyzed
these three phenomena at a U.S. public, four-year research university. The next chapter, the
literature review, will take an in depth look at the literature on faculty stress, which consists of
the causes and outcomes of stress in the workplace as well as student perceptions, which
analyzes the classroom/learning environment and the faculty-student relationship.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
It is essential to review the literature related to faculty stress and how stress factors and
outcomes relate to work disengagement. As indicated earlier, faculty stress has been examined in
the literature since the mid-1980s. Gmelch et al. (1984) reported on the sources of stress for
faculty from 80 doctoral granting U.S. institutions. They identified 10 top stressors: (a) selfimposed high expectations; (b) securing financial support for research; (c) insufficient time; (d)
inadequate salaries; (e) writing for publication; (f) heavy workloads that cannot be finished in a
normal work day; (g) job demands that interfere with personal activities; (h) inadequate progress;
(i) frequent interruptions; and (j) attending meetings. The study found that 60% of faculty stress
was related to work demands. Specifically, the highest sources of stress were time constraints,
lack of resources, and high self-imposed demands that faculty place on themselves. The same
authors used the study’s results to then analyze five distinct dimensions: reward and recognition,
time constraints, departmental influence, professional identity, and student interactions (Gmelch,
Wilke, & Lovrich, 1986). In the second analysis, the authors found that tenure track faculty
tended to perceive higher levels of stress compared to tenured faculty. Higher ranking faculty
tended to perceive lower levels of stress. Other studies that examined stress in higher education
institutions during the 1990s included Sorcinelli and Near (1998), Austin and Pilat (1990),
Baldwin (1990), Leiter (1991), Olsen (1993), Sorcinelli and Billings (1993), and Lacy and
Sheehan (1997). For the study, literature since 1998 was reviewed, which coincidently is 10
years before the Great Recession of 2008 that impacted the economic climate that surrounded
higher education institutions during the time of the study (Mitchell et al., 2017).
Although Gmelch et al. (1984) addressed the economic, political, and fiscal concerns
higher education institutions were facing before 1998, it is important to note more recent changes
to higher education due to the Great Recession of 2008. State spending in higher education
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decreased during the recession and has remained historically low (Mitchell et al., 2017).
Compared to 2008, in 2017, public two and four-year institutions received $9 billion less in state
funding that impacted budgets reducing the number of courses offered and faculty hired. These
changes have affected higher education institutions who base success in part on the amount of
financial support that is gained in addition to effective teaching, scholarship, and overall
academic excellence (Gallup & Svare, 2016). The need for financial support has then
perpetuated pressure for faculty to secure grants. The intense pressure and competitive nature of
obtaining grants results in faculty spending large amounts of time revising and resubmitting
grants “that suppresses the creativity, cooperation, risk taking and the original thinking that is so
important for new discoveries. It breeds conservative short-term thinking that produce results
measured in terms of dollars rather than sense” (Gallup & Svare, 2016, para. 10).
Faculty stress and burnout and its impact on work and health have been examined in the
following countries: Spain, Sweden, Australia, South Africa, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom, and the United States (Cladellas & Castello, 2011; Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Darabi et al., 2017a; Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et al., 2001; Mudrak et al., 2018). Other
countries have also examined faculty stress, but the stress factors and outcomes do not provide
relevant information for the study because their outcomes are specific to those country’s culture
and were not included in the literature review. For example, Iqbal and Kokash (2011) conducted
a study in a private Saudi Arabia university that included 68 male participants. Although the
results indicated faculty stress in relation to student interactions and professional identity, the
study represents a private institution and only had male participants, which biases the study
towards one gender.
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The international studies that were considered provided knowledge of faculty and stress
in higher education institutions and have influenced the research design and frameworks
considered for the study. Therefore, international research will be grouped separately from U.S.
research to demonstrate the gap that exists within U.S. higher education institutions during the
past 20 years regarding faculty stress, the relationship with work disengagement, and the
relationship it may have in the classroom.
Faculty Stress
Faculty Mental Health and General Physical Health
Many health outcomes are related to stress or burnout associated with faculty work.
Poalses and Bezuidenhout (2018) state that “occupational stress among university [faculty and
staff] members deserve dedicated research attention, especially given the fact that it is a global
phenomenon” (p. 185). The physical effects related to stress include high blood pressure,
headaches, migraines, physical fatigue, poor sleep or sleep disorders, and poor eating habits that
affect weight (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Gillespie et al., 2001). Other outcomes of
stress that affect a person’s physical health include back and neck pain, constant muscle tension,
weight loss or gain, hypertension, and a lowered immune system (Gillespie et al., 2001).
Furthermore, many of these general health concerns are related to mental health issues in the
workplace.
Mental health is a state of well-being that is integral to overall health and is characterized
by being productive and resilient, presenting with positive psychological and social functioning,
and the ability to cope with life stressors (Bazyk, 2011; World Health Organization [WHO],
2018). Chronic stress can contribute to stress-related disorders such as muscle tension around the
neck, shoulders, and head or migraine headaches that can drain the body and promote

25

hyperventilation that is associated with panic attacks, strokes, cardiovascular illness, and
hypertension (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015; Tovian et al., n.d.). Furthermore, sustained levels of
stress have been associated with sleep concerns and depression (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015;
Morledge et al., 2013). Additionally, burnout is another concern associated with mental health.
Burnout is a form of stress that is caused by a long-term situation that is considered an
interpersonal or emotionally demanding job stressor (Lackritz, 2004; Padilla & Thompson,
2015). It is a response to work overload that produces a state of physical, emotional, and mental
exhaustion where work becomes unpleasant, meaningless, and unpleasant (Lackritz, 2004;
Maslach et al., 2001). Antecedents to burnout are excessive workload, lack of control, low levels
of rewards, a low sense of community, and decreased levels of fairness, which have negative
consequences in the workplace (Maslach et al., 2001). These consequences result in exhaustion,
cynicism, or depersonalization. Burnout is also related to reduced professional efficacy that can
produce low productivity, dissatisfaction, withdrawal, absenteeism, intent to leave, and turnover
(Lackritz, 2004; Maslach et al., 2001; Padilla & Thompson, 2015). Energy turns into exhaustion,
which presents itself as being tired, fatigued, and feeling drained. Involvement turns into
cynicism, or depersonalization, which presents itself as indifference and negative attitudes that
dehumanize others. Efficacy turns into low effectiveness or a reduction in personal
accomplishments. It is important to understand these levels because burnout is associated with
poor physical health, promotes stress-related health outcomes such as anxiety and depression,
and affects work outcomes in higher education by increasing turnover, work disengagement, and
dissatisfaction (Lackritz, 2004; Sabagh et al., 2018). In higher education, burnout is correlated
with perceived high workloads, which can lead to exhaustion and impact research productivity.
The concern with burnout is that it may be cyclical versus a gradual event, which means a person
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may experience outcomes of burnout without consistently feeling the consequences of
exhaustion, cynicism, or depersonalization (Lackritz, 2004). However, compared to stress alone,
less research exists on faculty burnout, which is influenced by several factors and has a
relationship with work disengagement (Lackritz, 2004; Padilla & Thompson, 2015; Sabagh et al.,
2018).
Faculty Work Engagement
The campus climate and work expectations imposed by a department and college can
influence faculty work engagement. Faculty perceptions of the work environment and culture of
the institution can vary (Griffin, 2017; Harbour & Greenberg, 2017). Although campus climate
factors are important, the purpose of the study was to examine how faculty engaged at work and
its relationship to their perceived levels of well-being associated with stress, burnout, and general
physical and mental health. It is important to review the literature together as they influence each
other. However, to understand the gaps within U.S. institutions, the literature from international
studies was analyzed separately from U.S. studies.
International Studies
International studies vary in providing sources of stress that influence health and the
consequences they have on work productivity and satisfaction. The first studies only reflected the
relationship between stress and work factors. The first article used a cross-sectional design,
which collected data at one point in time to examine work practices of 595 faculty and staff from
23 South African institutions (Creswell, 2012). The study emphasized the use of the Job
Demands-Resource (JDR) theoretical model that examined the relationship between job demands
and resources but extended the two constructs by including work engagement and burnout
(Barkhuizen et al., 2014). The researchers found strong effects of dispositional optimism, which
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had a strong indirect effect on burnout. Basically, job demands were linked to health problems
by means of burnout while job resources were linked to organizational outcomes through work
engagement. The next study also used the JDR model to investigate how the job demands and
resources of the academic environment influenced the multiple dimensions of well-being
(Mudrak et al., 2018). The quantitative study examined 1,389 research faculty from Czech
Republic universities and found that the strongest predictor of work engagement was faculty
receiving supervisory support and having an influence over the work completed. Strong
predictors of stress included work-family conflicts and job insecurity with the strongest predictor
being the amount of work demands. The work by Mudrak et al. (2018) emphasized that the work
environment can influence different aspects of occupational well-being. Similarly, another study
of 16 medical school faculty from two Netherland university hospitals used the Work
Engagement Model to explore how the job demands and resources of different tasks affected
work engagement (Van den Berg et al., 2015). The researchers found work engagement was
associated with positive well-being. The work demands were related to the institution’s culture,
systems, policies, and support systems. However, faculty perceived rewards as empty gestures
while student interaction was viewed as energizing. Overall, the work environment influenced
faculty well-being and the job resources were viewed as more beneficial than reducing job
demands.
The next articles include mental health outcomes based on the relationship between
faculty stress and work. Two studies from the United Kingdom add insight to the sources of
stress that affect faculty in their institutions. The first study was a qualitative study of 31
professors in a primarily teaching university with minimal focus on research (Darabi et al.,
2017a). It sought to understand the positive and negative stressors associated with work factors.
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The results indicated several sources of stress related to the work environment. The main source
was the heavy workload, which did not allow enough time to prepare lectures. The lack of time
is noted because teaching responsibilities competed for time to complete research requirements.
Another source was faculty perceiving they taught a high number of students, which was
identified as more stressful when students were disrespectful. The study did not quantify what a
‘high number’ meant and was only a descriptive term selected by faculty of the study. Decreased
administrative support with budget cuts and job insecurity also perpetuated stress. Although the
results provide insight to sources of stress, the study was conducted as an online interview of 12
open ended questions limiting the richness of the qualitative approach. Qualitative inquiry should
provide an in-depth exploration of a phenomenon, which cannot be completed with one
interview and much less online (Creswell, 2012). From this group of research studies, the last
one was a quantitative study that included 216 faculty and staff (Darabi et al., 2017b). The study
found that irritability increased as stress increased. Stress was also predictive of poorer mental
health and higher negative affect; however, the specific factors related to faculty were unclear.
The last study of this group was conducted in Australia.
Gillespie et al. (2001) conducted 23 focus groups at 15 Australian institutions with 178
participants to understand faculty’s and staff’s perceptions of the causes and consequences of
workplace stress. The research suggested that the causes of stress were lack of funding, task
overload, poor management practices, insufficient recognition, and job insecurity. The study also
discovered several consequences of work-related stress such as the inability to complete work
efficiently, which lowered the quality of education provided and research productivity. Stress
also affected time, so faculty felt a lack of time to be innovative. Faculty also experienced
diminished support and collegiality. Psychologically, two-thirds of the participants felt
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overwhelmed with symptoms of anxiety, depression, burnout, anger, irritability, helplessness,
forgetfulness, and frustration with themselves. Of these participants, 50% felt stress impacted
their quality of life. The study reports on the first phase of a longitudinal study of five years that
involved investigating occupational stress across several Australian universities. The results
provide additional insight to the relationship between faculty well-being and the work
environment.
The final articles focus on physical health outcomes related to stress and work factors.
The first study is from Catalonia, Spain, and is the only study to this date that analyzed stress and
the time of day faculty taught (Cladellas & Castello, 2011). The quantitative study included 172
engineering professors. The study used the Copenhagen psychosocial risk questionnaire to
analyze stress, burnout, and health. The results suggested that 55% of the faculty taught courses
during hours outside the regular shift hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. For example, they taught
classes before 8:00 a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. These faculty presented with higher levels of stress
and perceived higher health risks compared to faculty who worked a regular shift. A regular shift
contributed to the ability to balance work and family life. Drawing from the study, the time of
day faculty taught can influence faculty levels of stress and was considered for the study. The
next study was a quantitative study of 55 randomly selected faculty from a campus in Janiuay,
Philippines (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). The study sought to ascertain the level of stress
experienced by faculty and compared the levels by gender (male or female), age, civil status
(single, married, widow), rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate professor), and workload
(number of units taught). The results indicated that few work-related characteristics caused
stress. The primary stressor was the heavy workload that included the paperwork involved with
research and meetings. The lack of control over any given day, taking on other people’s duties,
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and feeling undervalued were other causes of stress. The study indicated faculty frustration with
the people they worked with and the environment, which affected job satisfaction. Physical
effects associated with stress were high blood pressure, feelings of being tired all the time,
headaches, poor eating habits, and trouble sleeping. Emotional effects associated with stress
included irritability, apprehension, diminished tolerance, anger, and depression. The results also
indicated concerns with what the study referenced as spiritual effects, which included
anxiousness, a loss of interest, and increased bad temper. However, the overall results indicated
general low levels of stress for everyone regardless of traits except for those aged 58 and above.
The researchers suggested that the results may be due to the aging process that includes
unpredictability with physical and mental health or the fact that individuals over the age of 58, in
the Philippines, was considered nearing a forced retirement age from government service.
Finally, Melin et al. (2014) conducted a study to understand the relationship between workload,
coping strategies, and health outcomes of 639 academic faculty and staff from Swedish
universities. They found that professionals and senior management tended to work longer hours
and had their work responsibilities extend into personal time. Higher levels of stress were
associated with complex work and higher work intensity. The coping strategies used were
clustered into three groups: compensatory, restrictive, and self-supporting. The strategies used in
the study affected faculty health and work-life balance because they were based on how faculty
compensated to get work done, but the compensation technique used did not necessarily alleviate
stress or burnout. International studies demonstrate trends of causes and outcomes of stress in the
workplace for faculty in academia. U.S. studies will now be examined to compare them with
international results.
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U.S. Studies
The first set of U.S. studies will reflect the relationship between burnout and work. A
quantitative study of 265 West Coast university faculty wanted to understand the relationship
between burnout and faculty demographics, working conditions, and work accomplishments
(Lackritz, 2004). Based on the Maslach Burnout Inventory, burnout scores of emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment levels were categorized as low,
medium, and high. The results of this study suggested that approximately 20% of faculty
experienced the highest levels of burnout. As indicated before, burnout presents as either
exhaustion, cynicism, or depersonalization, and lowers efficiency. Females experienced more
exhaustion while males reflected more depersonalization. Tenured and tenure track faculty
tended to experience higher levels of burnout. Age was negatively correlated with burnout
indicating that younger faculty have a higher risk for burnout. Additionally, faculty teaching
loads along with the number of students taught correlated with burnout and low student
evaluations significantly correlated with high levels of depersonalization. Both results can affect
teaching and that is a concern when addressing student perceptions. Another major concern with
burnout is that faculty become dissatisfied with their accomplishments. Padilla and Thompson
(2015) conducted a study of 1,439 faculty from 42 randomly selected doctoral universities using
the JDR model. The intent of the study was to examine the work factors of task demands,
pressure, and social supports that contributed to faculty burnout. The results indicated that 27%
of faculty reported feelings of burnout often to very often. The increased pressure and the time
demands were positively correlated with burnout. The study described the pressures for faculty
with the idioms of “publish or perish” and “no grants, no chance” because the pressure to obtain
grants was the strongest risk factor for burnout as promotion required that faculty produce grant-
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supported research (Padilla & Thompson, 2015, p. 556). Consequently, the task demands
associated with burnout were teaching, writing grants, and completing service. Tenured faculty
tended to experience more burnout compared to tenure track, but the study indicated they both
were at risk. Finally, support from supervisors decreased levels of burnout, but it was noted that
an increase in support did not counterbalance the burnout levels that were associated with task
demands. This aspect indicates that providing support is not enough if other stress factors are not
also addressed.
The next set of studies reflect the relationship between stress and work factors in U.S.
institutions. The first study was a quantitative study that sought to analyze the relationship
between stress factors, organizational demands, health issues, and stress management abilities of
272 faculty, staff, and students (Ablandedo-Rosas et al., 2011). For faculty, stress was
significantly related to work overload and work demand performance. It was an extensive study
that included questionnaires, interviews, case studies, and open-ended questions. The stress
between faculty, staff, and students was evident. In general, across all participants, stress was
strongly correlated with work overload quantified as subjective feedback based on the amount of
work a person had to complete. The study emphasized the need to understand faculty stress
separate from student stress; however, it did not provide insight as to whether faculty stress
affected students. The next study sought to determine the differences in stress, strain, and coping
levels between faculty in different demographic groups to include gender, age, rank, tenure
status, and disciplines (Carr, 2014). The quantitative study included 39 tenured faculty and 53
tenure track faculty from four public and private institutions. The results indicated that stress
presents itself differently based on the faculty experience related to each demographic group. For
example, a significant difference was found according to age with the youngest (20-29) and
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oldest faculty (70-89) members feeling less strain and the oldest group had the lowest coping
levels indicating that age affects strain and capacity to cope. The researchers found no significant
difference among rank; however, strain associated with stress was significantly higher for faculty
up for tenure versus those already tenured indicating that faculty up for tenure reported more
concerns about their physical health, tended to report weight gain, sleep concerns, overuse of
alcohol, decreased time in leisure activities, and feelings of apathy.
The final articles are based on reviews of secondary sources, which is their limitation
even though they provided insight for the study. The first study reviewed data to examine the
different types of stressors that correlate with faculty productivity (Eagan & Garvey, 2015). The
2010-2011 Higher Education Research Institute faculty survey was used to gather information
from 21,840 undergraduate faculty from 411 four-year institutions. The researchers found that
stress is multifaceted and different types of stressors contribute to work performance. Stress
associated with a threat or hindrance was significantly negatively correlated with work
performance because cognition was reduced affecting focus and concentration. The increase in
stress was then correlated with a decrease in research productivity. Stress was also positively
correlated with faculty who indicated they used student-centered teaching techniques. The
finding suggested that student-centered techniques required extra time and possibly were the
reason stress levels increased. The next study reviewed 306 schools that participated in the 1984
Carnegie Foundation for Advancement of Teaching National Faculty Survey and was conducted
to understand the effects of stress on faculty’s intent to leave (Barnes et al., 1998). The most
important predictor of intent to leave was faculty frustration due to the lack of time needed to
adequately complete each responsibility. Time commitment had the strongest relationship to
intent to leave regardless if the faculty member felt the institution was a good fit or they felt a
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sense of community. The results of these reviews are important as they reflect the need to
implement programs that address faculty well-being and mitigate stress to promote retention and
quality of work.
Health and Wellness Programming
Pronk (2014) conducted a review of the literature on integrated worker health protection
and promotion (IWHPP) programs providing evidence that productivity increases when
employers consider health outcomes of employees. The result is that work-related health injuries
and illnesses decrease as overall well-being is enhanced. The problem is that the literature on
these types of programs are based on organizations that do not include higher education (Pronk,
2014). In higher education, limited evidence exists on the type of health and wellness programs
implemented for faculty (MacRae & Strout, 2014; Haines et al., 2007; Wagner et al., 2012).
Many university websites have links to health and wellness programs for faculty, but researchbased evidence was difficult to find. When “health and wellness programs for faculty” was
Googled, university websites were listed such as Northwestern, University of California in Santa
Cruz, Western Washington University, and Vanderbilt University, but these programs were
specific to each school. The literature through scholarly databases and Google scholar produced
three studies.
The most recent study did not provide evidence on an actual program, but focused on the
format, content, and effectiveness for an orientation provided to new faculty members about the
programs implemented at the institution (Brown et al., 2016). The study supports that faculty are
open to having wellness workshops included as part of their development as faculty members.
MacRae and Strout (2014) used evidence from a student program to develop a wellness self-care
educational program for faculty and staff. The program was developed and implemented with 16
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staff and faculty who taught, worked with, and modeled professional behaviors to students
working on becoming a health care professional. It was conducted at a private U.S. Northeast
university and 53% of the participants were faculty. The program lasted five months and was
based on six domains: emotional, spiritual, physical, social, intellectual, and occupational.
Physical exercise and spiritual domains had the most improvement. The study provides insight to
a useful program, but it acknowledged that more research is required to understand the most
effective programs for faculty. Additionally, the program was developed based on data used for
students, which is problematic because responsibility levels between students and faculty differ.
A pilot study developed a 12-week virtual walking program with 122 staff participants and only
three faculty participants from a large mid-western college (Haines et al., 2007). The virtual
aspect of the program consisted of a computer based educational program that provided
information on the importance of physical activity and how to use a pedometer to measure the
daily steps completed. Each week, faculty and staff were instructed to increase their daily steps
by 10% until 10,000 steps a day were met. Pre and post tests were taken with results that
indicated changes in the body mass index, blood glucose levels, and total cholesterol levels. The
study’s results demonstrated overall moderate effects on fitness, mood, nutrition, and health and
health awareness. The study demonstrated that health and wellness programs can be
implemented in other ways besides face-to-face programs. Aside from the research-based
literature, a national survey provided insight to health and wellness programs for faculty.
The American College Health Association [ACHA] (2019) developed a National College
Health Assessment for institutions based on the 2012 National Survey on College Health
Facilities (Wagner et al., 2012). The survey provided information regarding the institutions that
support college health services for faculty and staff. Members of the association, 182 institutions,
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were invited and 15.14% responded to the survey. From the response, 61.5% of the institution’s
health centers provided services to faculty and staff and reflected a variety of programs offered.
A needs assessment of faculty and staff was conducted every year by 15.9% of the institutions
while 46.7% never conducted an assessment, so it is unclear how and why programs were being
chosen. From the services, 30.8% of the institutions included prevention and wellness programs
with over 50% providing mental health and stress related programs, which included programs
that addressed sleep, smoking cessation, and massage therapy. Institutions indicated barriers and
54.4% of the institutions stated that faculty and staff lacked time and 26.4% reported that faculty
and staff lacked interest. In general, many institutions reported they would like to increase
faculty and staff participation in these programs. The survey provided insight into the health and
wellness programs that are provided to faculty, but it did not provide guidance into the programs
that faculty want and how to implement them to increase participation. The current study asked a
question about health and wellness programs characteristics based on mindfulness-based
evidence.
Since 2005, evidence has increased demonstrating the benefits of mindfulness-based
interventions (MBI) to address physical, psychological, and social concerns for individuals in
various populations ranging from students and teachers in the K-12 school system to individuals
with mental illnesses (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). Mindfulness is a state of being and not
necessarily a technique, so it is much more than meditation, breathing exercises, or relaxation
techniques (Mani et al., 2015). However, contemplative practices such as silent sitting
meditation, compassion practices, breathing meditation, walking meditation, guided meditation,
observing nature or one’s breath, deep listening, self-inquiry, calligraphy, chanting, or yoga can
be used alone or together in a habitual way to promote a state of mindfulness (Bright & Pokorny,

37

2013; Grace, 2011; Mani et al., 2015). Compassion practices consist of practices that train people
to view relationships with optimized compassion and connection whether the relationship is with
a friend, family member, stranger, or enemy (Grace, 2011). These techniques can then promote a
state of relaxation and enhance overall well-being because the physical benefits include boosting
the immune system (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). Gray matter in the brain can also increase,
which is associated with memory, stress, and empathy. Additionally, mindfulness practices can
also improve attention, decrease negative emotions and stress, alleviate depression, foster
compassion, altruism, and enhance relationships (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). Mindfulness
programs have been recognized by several studies as being a cost-effective approach to reach
large groups of people to combat stress and burnout (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015; Reiser et al.,
2016). The duration of programs has varied and traditionally programs last eight weeks while
research has demonstrated that shorter versions are as effective (Carmody & Baer, 2009).
However, the simple awareness of stress-reduction interventions has demonstrated positive
outcomes such as improving job satisfaction and lowering psychological strain (Pignata et al.,
2014).
For faculty, providing health and wellness programs that enhance mindfulness can be
beneficial for their overall well-being, which can influence their productivity and relationships at
work (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). However, only one study was found that analyzed faculty.
The study had faculty participate in a yoga-mindfulness based program, which demonstrated a
positive effect on faculty who perceived they could cope better after participating in the program
(Kelly, 2017). The study indicated that institutionally structured prevention is necessary, but
individual strategies to manage stress are also needed. The limited research with faculty in
mindfulness studies can be supported with literature on mindfulness for K-12 teachers, work
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settings, and online programs (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015; Franco et al., 2010; Krusche et al.,
2013; Morledge et al., 2013; Reiser et al., 2016).
Research of K-12 teachers demonstrated positive outcomes when MBIs were used. One
study provided a psychoeducational approach to educate teachers about stress using an MBI,
which increased the teacher’s ability to manage stress and positively impacted interactions with
students (Reiser et al., 2016). Another study demonstrated a decrease in psychological distress
that was maintained four months after the end of the program (Franco et al., 2010). In relation to
work outcomes, mindfulness assists in focusing people’s attention, which improves various work
performance areas (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). The outcome is important because multitasking
has been associated with depression and social anxiety. Social anxiety symptoms consist of
displaying fear or anxiety in social situations that are out of proportion to the situation (Bonder,
2015). Online mindfulness programs have demonstrated usefulness and reflect other ways health
and wellness programs can be implemented. One study provided an online mindfulness program
to over 500 participants for eight weeks with a four week follow up demonstrating the potential
to substantially reduce the effects of stress (Morledge et al., 2013). Another similar study
provided 10 online sessions with a month follow up to over 250 participants and the study
reflected significant decreases in stress, anxiety, and depression (Krusche et al., 2013).
Understanding the significance of using mindfulness-based approaches when implemented with
well-being programs for faculty is the first step. It is also important to gather faculty feedback so
these programs are utilized as faculty well-being may contribute to the faculty-student
relationship that contributes to student learning.
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Student Learning
Student learning is impacted by various factors, but the study reflected on the classroom
environment and the faculty-student relationship (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). These factors are
interrelated and can influence how students perceive how faculty reflect stress characteristics and
the relationship it has with how students perceive faculty teaching effectiveness. The first broad
factor is the classroom environment and will be discussed in general terms as it relates to the
learning environment before analyzing the faculty-student relationship.
Classroom Environment
The classroom environment consists of the classroom climate and social interactions that
are influenced by the faculty’s teaching style, which can influence a student’s perception of the
learning experience (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). The Psychological Model of College Students
Retention (MCSR) explains that a student’s perception of the campus environment can affect a
student’s academic achievement as well as how they socially integrate into campus life (Johnson
et al., 2014). The perception is important because it affects how students perceive if they fit in at
a campus and whether they should persist with their education. Additionally, student experiences
must be viewed through the lens of a major higher education concern, the struggles students face
with mental health.
Horne (2018) explains that “there is a mental health crisis taking place on [the] college
campus” (p. 3) because campus services cannot assist the large number of students enrolling in
higher education who have mental illness symptoms. Four thousand community college students
were surveyed in one study and approximately 50% of them had a current or recent mental health
problem (Fain, 2016). Of those students, 36% had depression and 29% struggled with anxiety. In
general, stress for college students is significantly related to sleep problems, depression,
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irritability, and feelings of being overwhelmed (Ablandedo-Rosas et al., 2011). Since 2011, a
few studies have examined the sources of student stress. Most of the literature on student stress is
based on international studies, which states student stressors are related to academic,
interpersonal, financial, family-related, and environmental factors (Bulo & Sanchez, 2014; Pitt et
al., 2018). The most prominent academic sources of student stress include managing the
workload, assessments, completing examinations, personal inadequacies, fear of failure, and
interpersonal difficulties with faculty (Bulo & Sanchez, 2014; Pitt et al., 2018; Reddy et al.,
2018). Lack of social support also increased stress for students as well as figuring out how to
balance academic demands with other life demands such as working, exercising, eating well, and
socializing with family and friends (Pitt et al., 2018). Unclear assignment tasks and the second
part of the semester were also associated with higher stress levels. Pedagogical practices can also
impact the classroom climate.
The classroom climate reflects the learning environment in the classroom, which is
influenced by the classroom context and teaching style practices (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). A
study of 216 students in a Sudanese institution found that students’ perception of the learning
environment differed depending on the academic level, which includes undergraduate, master’s,
and doctoral students (Ahmed et al., 2018). The main factors that influenced a student’s
perception of the learning environment included the curriculum content, teaching style, and how
the atmosphere was handled. The results indicated that students tended to be more critical of the
learning environment as they progressed through their program. Other studies found that the
physical space of the classroom as well as the class size mattered and affected student outcomes
(Bettinger & Long, 2017; McArthur, 2015). Additionally, they found that the overall climate was
affected when peers were disruptive, which had a significant impact on the classroom norms
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(Bettinger & Long, 2017; Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). The work by Bettinger and Long (2017)
included full-time students under 21 years old during three fall semesters in 1998, 1999, and
2001 from 11 Ohio four-year public colleges. The study considered the effects of the class size
and analyzed classrooms that ranged in size from 18 to 760 students. Class size averages ranged
between 49 and 192. The researchers found that large class sizes matter because the number of
students can impact the behaviors of both the students and faculty. Large classes tend to increase
the likelihood of students dropping out especially if they were at risk of dropping out at some
point. Finally, pedagogical practices influence the classroom climate.
Faculty who have clear expectations, treat students in an equitable manner, provide
feedback, and interact with students while providing active learning strategies can influence the
classroom climate and how peers interact (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). Active learning strategies
are student centered learning approaches that include collaborative and cooperative learning.
Collaborative learning promotes the student and faculty member working together to increase the
understanding of the knowledge provided. This learning approach increases student’s selfperception on their ability to learn. Cooperative learning emphasizes students working together
in a noncompetitive manner within groups to achieve the educational goals of the course. The
active learning strategies of cooperative learning increases student active engagement that leads
to deeper learning (Lumpkin et al., 2015). Deep learning displays a student’s ability to
demonstrate high order, integrative, and reflective learning (Ho, 2017). The work by Lumpkin et
al. (2015) demonstrated these practices by provided writing assignments to 208 students. Group
discussions across five courses were included. The study found that students perceived their
learning was overwhelming and was impacted by working in pairs or small groups. Another
study of 2,340 students in multiple Taiwanese universities explored student learning outcomes
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by analyzing the relationship between learning motivation and engagement (Ho, 2017). The
researcher used a scale that measured the student’s academic identity or a student’s academic
interests and competencies, learning engagement, cognitive and non-cognitive gains, and other
traits such as teacher traits and the quality of teaching. The study found that using deep approach
learning was positively related to cognitive and non-cognitive gains. Although teaching style
practices impact student learning, the faculty-student relationship must be analyzed separately.
Madzhie (2015) conducted a qualitative study focused on student’s perception of the causes of
stress in higher education. Although the article did not provide an in-depth analysis of the results,
it indicated that one challenge students face is problems with the instructor, which suggests that a
poor faculty-student relationship can impact learning with a rippling effect on how students
perceive faculty teaching effectiveness in the classroom.
Faculty-Student Relationship and Learning
Academic relationships are important for student positive outcomes and the facultystudent relationship primarily occurs in the classroom (Hoffman, 2017). Positive achievements
include increased self-efficacy and satisfaction. Students demonstrate enthusiasm for the learning
process and their field of study when faculty treat them with respect and compassion. Faculty
availability, even during informal discussions, can contribute to the relationship because students
can obtain clarification that is associated with increased motivation and academic selfconfidence. Trolian and Parker (2017) used a college impact framework to review data from the
Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education longitudinal study. Several institutions that
focused on college change were examined to understand if faculty-student interactions
influenced a student’s aspiration to complete a graduate or professional degree. The researchers
found that three out of five measures impacted a student’s aspiration to earn a graduate or
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professional degree. The three measures were the frequency of interaction, the quality of the
interaction, and engaging in research. The results indicate that interactions with faculty can
benefit student outcomes, especially when interactions are frequent and of quality. The
interaction with faculty is especially important for nontraditional students.
Nontraditional students are defined as students who are usually 25 years of age and older
and have background characteristics that have made degree completion difficult such as having
family and employment obligations (Goncalves & Trunk, 2014). These students have difficulty
immersing themselves into the college experience and connecting with faculty. The concern is
that one third of undergraduate students have little to no contact with faculty outside the
classroom and that is a problem because connecting with faculty cultivates the learning process
(Goncalves & Trunk, 2014; Hoffman, 2017). Therefore, most faculty-student relationships are
based on the classroom experience, which can be affected by student disputes.
The faculty-student relationship can be influenced by classroom disagreements (Toppin
& Pullens, 2015). Several academic and non-academic reasons play a part in classroom disputes.
Students may argue about their grades or academic performance, demonstrate academic
dishonesty, or be disruptive. Students may also lack motivation or be disengaged.
Disengagement presents as withdrawn behaviors that create tension for faculty, particularly if the
student only cares about degree attainment or is influenced by financial concerns, family
commitment, or other life demands. Health challenges and stress also contribute to student
disputes with faculty. Students often feel overwhelmed by the increased responsibility of college,
which is increased if they need to juggle other obligations related to family or employment.
Furthermore, the faculty-student relationship dynamic can change when faculty are working with
students dealing with physical or mental health concerns because faculty often lack experience
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on how to handle mental health concerns (Toppin & Pullens, 2015). Faculty can also influence a
student’s beliefs, values, and attitudes in the classroom.
Emmanuel and Delaney (2014) reviewed the literature on the nature and relationship
between beliefs, values, and attitudes. They stated the relevance to the academic environment
and how faculty may influence student learning by understanding the role of each of these
factors. Faculty tend to exhibit different types of power in the classroom that influence student
engagement and overall development. The five types of power are coercive, reward, legitimate,
referent, and expert. Coercive power uses punishment for not conforming while a reward type
uses rewards for conforming. A legitimate style is based on a student’s view that the professor
has the power to make certain demands in the classroom while the referent style appeals to a
student’s desire to identify with the faculty member. Finally, the expert style reflects a professor
who expects to be recognized as the expert and students should regard their statements as
accurate. The concern is that faculty often are unaware of the type of power style they use in the
classroom and the behavior associated with that style can impact a student’s perception of the
knowledge they are gaining. It can also influence how students frame their own beliefs, values,
and attitudes towards any given subject. Although the study did not analyze the different types of
power used in the classroom, the power type used may be influenced by faculty stress and its
influence on work disengagement or, specifically, disengagement with teaching responsibilities.
Summary
The purpose of the literature review was to examine the research history that supports the
need to simultaneously examine three interrelated parts. In reference to faculty stress and work,
the literature demonstrates a few trends. The tables in Appendix A and B reflect the causes and
outcomes of stress and burnout in the workplace and the studies related to each factor. In general,
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nine international studies and six U.S. studies were analyzed to discuss the relationship between
the sources of stress for faculty caused by several work outcomes. The results suggest that lack
of support and high workload demands influence the time allotted to fulfill tasks adequately
affecting stress levels, burnout levels, and health concerns (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Darabi et al., 2017a; Gillespie et al., 2001; Mudrak et al., 2018; Padilla & Thompson, 2015).
Stress and burnout perpetuate issues with mental health such as feelings of anxiousness, loss of
interest, anger, and depression (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). The physical health concerns
associated with stress are high blood pressure, fatigue, headaches, poor eating habits, and trouble
sleeping. Of the six faculty stress studies analyzed in U.S. institutions, two articles were specific
to only burnout and two were studies that gathered secondary data from surveys. Although the
articles are informative, they do not clearly outline how all stress factors and stress outcomes are
related to work disengagement and the literature does not indicate how faculty stress is perceived
by students in the classroom.
From the literature, faculty have an important role to influence positive student outcomes
(Hoffman, 2017). Learning is influenced by the classroom environment and the faculty-student
relationship, but faculty stress is perpetuated by academic demands (Bulo & Sanchez, 2014; Pitt
et al., 2018; Reddy et al., 2018). The study focused on analyzing the relationships between
faculty stress and student perceptions of faculty stress and considered faculty preferences on
health and wellness programs that can serve to mitigate stress. It is important to examine the
types of mindfulness-based characteristics faculty would prefer in health and wellness programs
and how faculty prefer programs are implemented in the workplace. Institutions tend to have
health and wellness programs for faculty, but it is unclear which programs are being used and,
much less clear if they are implemented effectively to address faculty stress. In the next chapter,
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I will go into depth on the methodology for the study by explaining the research design,
theoretical frameworks, samples, and instruments for faculty and students, and how the data was
collected and analyzed.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The single institution study used two online questionnaires to examine three interrelated
parts. The intent of the research was to contribute to the literature by analyzing how faculty
stress relates to work disengagement and faculty characteristics, by understanding student
perceptions of faculty stress in the classroom, and by understanding health and wellness
preferences that can mitigate stress in the workplace. Using the Job Demands-Resource (JDR)
model, the first part examined the relationship between work disengagement and faculty stress
factors and outcomes. Faculty stress was analyzed by using questions that examined stress
factors of general stress, burnout, and outcomes that included general health, cognitive stress,
somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns. The second part used the campus
ecology framework to understand how students perceive faculty stress in the class by comparing
it to how students perceive faculty teaching effectiveness. The third part examined the types of
health and wellness program characteristics that faculty prefer and how faculty prefer these
programs are implemented in the workplace.
Research Design
The research used a quantitative approach, which assisted in assessing the relationship
between faculty disengagement and stress factors and outcomes, in understanding how students
perceived faculty stress in the classroom, and in describing faculty preferences for health and
wellness programming (Creswell, 2012). More specifically, the study used a cross sectional
survey design guided by the Job Demands-Resource (JDR) model, the Campus Ecology Theory,
and mindfulness-based principles. A cross sectional design can compare various variables at the
same time from different population groups (Creswell, 2012; Institute for Work and Health,
2015). Survey design is used to describe trends, determine opinions, and identify important
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beliefs and attitudes about a population (Creswell, 2012). So, a cross sectional survey design was
useful and the best approach for the study because the attitudes, beliefs, and opinions of faculty
and students could be examined during one point in time.
Frameworks of the Study
Faculty Focus
Several studies have demonstrated faculty job-related stress and the impact it has related
to work responsibilities (Gillespie et al., 2001; Eagan & Garvey, 2015; Lackritz, 2004; Padilla &
Thompson, 2015). The literature lacks a thorough comparison between work disengagement and
stress factors and outcomes and an understanding of faculty preferences for health and wellness
program characteristics and implementation in the workplace. The Job Demands-Resource (JDR)
model was used to understand faculty stress and mindfulness-based principles was used to
develop the questions on health and wellness programs.
The JDR model is a theoretical model that was developed in 2001 and was influenced by
burnout models, stress models, demands-control-support model, job characteristics model, and
conservation of resource theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Demands-control-support model
indicates that the relationship between work demands and the control employees feel over their
work will determine their work-life balance (Navajas-Romero et al., 2020). Abdel-Ghany (2013)
explained that the job characteristics model explains that a job’s characteristics can determine the
extent employees perceive their job as motivating and satisfying. Finally, conservation of
resource theory explains that employees tend to display poor job performance and alienate
themselves to regain resources that were lost due to stressful work situations (Fatima et al.,
2018). The JDR model has been used by several organizations and is referenced in many
research articles (Barkhuizen et al., 2014; Demerouti et al., 2001; Mudrak et al., 2018; Padilla &
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Thompson, 2016; Poalses & Bezuidenhout, 2018; Sabagh et al., 2018). The JDR was initially
developed to explain job burnout and demonstrated a relationship with work overload, emotional
and physical job demands, and work-home conflicts (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). These
demands are buffered with job resources such as social support, quality relationships especially
with supervisors, autonomy, and performance feedback. Since its development, the JDR has
expanded by explaining various aspects of employee well-being because it has demonstrated
causal and reversed causal effects between job demands, resources, and well-being, which means
these aspects influence each other. For example, factor A can affect factor B, which then
influences factor B to affect factor A in the future. Bakker and Demerouti (2017) provide an
example of the causal and reversal effects. They described a study that demonstrated that job
resources (factor A) predicted work engagement (factor B) and then work engagement (factor B)
had a positive influence on obtaining future job resources (factor A). The JDR suggests people
who are engaged in their work are motivated to remain engaged by conserving, developing, or
expanding their job resources. Job resources include pride in the profession and positive
feedback while personal resources include self-efficacy, optimism, and self-esteem.
Student Focus
The student part of the study used the Campus Ecology Theory to understand how
students perceived faculty stress and teaching effectiveness in the classroom. Campus ecology
describes the students’ development as they interact with the campus environment, which
includes the people, places, and policies (Evans et al., 2010). The assumption is that students can
be influenced based on how they perceive the classroom environment. In higher education,
research on this relationship has not been conducted, but it has in K-12 schools. Studies in K-12
schools have demonstrated that teacher stress has the potential to affect student learning, but
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research is lacking that explains how the faculty-student relationship in higher education can
influence students and much less how students perceive faculty stress (Oberle & SchonertReichl, 2016). Although K-12 research is relevant in increasing awareness that faculty stress can
influence students, the K-12 and higher education classroom environments are different. For
example, K-12 students tend to have the same teacher every day, all day of the week during a
given school year, while higher education students may have a faculty member as an instructor
for one semester and only a few hours per week. Therefore, the study considers the way students
perceive how faculty reflect characteristics of stress can influence how students perceive faculty
teaching effectiveness in the classroom.
Sample
Purposive sampling was used to recruit faculty members and students from a U.S. fouryear public, research university. The latest data available for the targeted populations is from the
fall of 2019 (The University of Texas System [UTS], 2020c). The faculty population for the
institution that was studied was 1,287 with 527 tenured or tenure track faculty and 760 nontenure-track faculty. The total student population was 25,144 with 21,427 undergraduate
students, 2,622 master’s students, and 786 doctoral students. Overall, the demographic make-up
of the institution consisted of 81.5% Hispanic, 3.0% African American, 6.6% White, 1.2%
Asian-American, and 6.3% International students (UTS, 2020a). The institution that was studied
has a Carnegie Classification of Doctoral and Research University with very high research
activity that classifies it as a Research I institution (The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of
Higher Education, 2017). All positions and statuses of either full-time or part-time faculty were
invited to participate in the study. Students of all classification levels were invited to participate.
All participants were required to be 18 years old or older and either be teaching a course or be a
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student in a course that began in a classroom during the semester of the study. Being specific in
indicating that participants had begun the semester in the classroom was important as the data
collection period occurred approximately two weeks after the university had closed due to the
COVID-19 pandemic and participants were no longer in the classroom. Faculty who only taught
online and students who were only enrolled in online courses during the time of the study were
excluded because the purpose of the study was to understand faculty stress and the perceptions of
students while they were in the classroom environment. The questionnaires automatically
redirected participants to begin the questionnaire if they met the criteria of beginning a course in
the classroom. Participants who indicated they had not begun the semester in a classroom were
thanked for their time and the questionnaire ended. None of the participants were anticipated to
be vulnerable to coercion or undue influence.
Instruments
To gather quantitative data, two online questionnaires based on portions of pre-existing
questionnaires were used: one for faculty and one for students. I will discuss each questionnaire
in the following sections.
Faculty Questionnaire
The faculty questionnaire consisted of a demographic section and questions that are
composed from portions of two different existing questionnaires: the Oldenburg Burnout
Inventory (OLBI) and the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire II (COPSOQ II). The faculty
questionnaire provided insight on the relationship between faculty stress and work
disengagement. The faculty questionnaire also gathered data on faculty preferences on the
characteristics that health and wellness programs could encompass and how programs could be
implemented in the workplace. The questionnaire included demographic questions as well as
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questions about work disengagement, faculty levels of burnout, stress, and physical and mental
health experienced during the semester of the study. For faculty, the demographic section
included age, gender identity, race, ethnicity, and employment variables that included number of
years working in academia; tenure status: tenured; tenure track; non-tenure-track; work position:
full-time, part-time; number of hours worked during a regular work week; number of classes
taught; and the time of day faculty taught. The two existing questionnaires were used to gather
data on work disengagement in relation to stress, burnout, and physical and mental health.
The Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI), described by Reis et al. (2015), was used to
analyze the factors of work disengagement. The OLBI was originally developed by Demerouti et
al. in 2003 and can be used in all work environments. The English version of the original OLBI
is publicly available and can be found for free in the article by Demerouti et al. (2010). The
OLBI uses 16 items that are formulated with positive and negative types of questions to evaluate
the constructs of burnout: exhaustion (cognitive, physical, and affective) and work
disengagement. The two dimensions are not evaluated simultaneously by other burnout
questionnaires (Demerouti et al., 2010). The OLBI has demonstrated convergent validation with
U.S. and Greek employees. Convergent validity is a subtype of construct validity and
demonstrates that constructs that should be related to each other are related (Social Research
Methods, 2006). For the study, it means that OLBI uses positive and negatively framed items to
reflect a continuum from work disengagement to dedication and exhaustion to vigor (Reis et al.,
2015). In the case of the study, only the questions for the construct of work disengagement were
used. The instrument is considered reliable and valid by the developers with the disengagement
subscale reliability alpha scores ranging from .74 to .85, which represents high reliability for the
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instrument (Creswell, 2012). The study asked participants to click on a response indicating the
degree of agreement they had towards work disengagement items:
1. I always find new and interesting aspects in my work.
2. It happens more and more often that I talk about my work in a negative way.
3. Lately, I tend to think less at work and do my job almost mechanically.
4. I find my work to be a positive challenge.
5. Over time, one can become disconnected from this type of work.
6. Sometimes I feel sickened by my work tasks.
7. This is the only type of work that I can imagine myself doing.
8. I feel more and more engaged in my work.
The questions are worded in either a positive or negative perspective requiring the response
categories to be as follows: (1) “Strongly disagree”, (2) “Disagree”, (3) “Agree”, and (4)
“Strongly agree”. According to the OLBI, a high number of 3.0 to 4.0 means that a person
displays higher levels of work disengagement. For the statistical analysis, the average of all the
questions within the work disengagement subscale was used to determine the level for that scale.
The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire II (COPSOQ II) uses a 5-point Likert-type
scale. The health and well-being section of the questionnaire was used to assess faculty stress
factors of general stress and burnout and stress outcomes of general health, cognitive stress,
somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and quality of sleep, which were compared to work
disengagement items of the OLBI (Pejtersen et al., 2010). The Copenhagen Psychosocial
Questionnaire was originally developed in 1997 to standardize and validate a questionnaire that
covered a broad range of psychosocial factors for Danish work environment professionals. The
second version was developed in 2010 based on feedback for theoretical considerations using
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standard approaches from occupational psychology and sociology. The COPSOQII has been
translated into several languages and extensively used in several studies demonstrating its
validity across several cultures and various populations. This aspect makes the tool applicable for
U.S. professionals. The items of the questionnaire were analyzed for each major domain
shortening the length (Pejtersen et al., 2010). Using psychometric analyses, the number of factors
the developers chose for the second version resulted with most measures reflecting Cronbach
alpha levels at a .70 or above, which indicates high reliability levels (Statistics Solutions, 2020).
The Cronbach alpha reliability indicates internal consistency of the measures, which means that
the questionnaire item domains measure the same constructs for that domain in a reliable and
accurate way (Creswell, 2012). The English version of the COPSOQ II scale is publicly available
and can be downloaded for free at http://nfa.dk/da/Vaerktoejer/Sporgeskemaer/CopenhagenPsychosocial-Questionnaire-COPSOQ-II/Engelsk-udgave.
The study used the COPSOQ II Long Version scales from the Health and Well-being
section to assess general burnout, general stress, general health, somatic stress, cognitive stress,
depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns (Pejtersen et al., 2010). Stress factor subscales
included general burnout and general stress items:
Burnout
1. How often have you felt worn out?
2. How often have you been physically exhausted?
3. How often have you been emotionally exhausted?
4. How often have you felt tired?
Stress
1. How often have you had problems relaxing?
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2. How often have you been irritable?
3. How often have you been tense?
4. How often have you been stressed?
Stress outcomes subscales included one general health question, depressive symptom items,
sleep concern items, cognitive stress items, and somatic stress items:
General Health
1. In general, would you say your health is:
Cognitive Stress
1. How often have you had problems concentrating?
2. How often have you found it difficult to think clearly?
3. How often have you had difficulty in taking decisions?
4. How often have you had difficulty with remembering?
Somatic Stress
1. How often have you had stomachache?
2. How often have you had a headache?
3. How often have you had tension in various muscles?
Depressive Symptoms
1. How often have you felt sad?
2. How often have you lacked self-confidence?
3. How often have you had a bad conscience or felt guilty?
4. How often have you lacked interest in everyday things?
Sleep Concerns
1. How often have you slept badly and restlessly?
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2. How often have you found it hard to go to sleep?
3. How often have you woken up too early and not been able to get back to sleep?
4. How often have you woken up several times and found it difficult to get back to
sleep?
The COPSOQ II uses only one global item to analyze general health because it has been used in
numerous questionnaires that have demonstrated predictability of different health concern
outcomes (Pejtersen el al., 2010). The response category for this question is “poor” to
“excellent”. The COPSOQ II divided the responses into 5 scores. For statistical reasons, the
study was assigned numbers from 1.0 to 5.0 to each response category. For the general health
question, the response categories were: (1) “Excellent”, (2) “Very good”, (3), “Good”, (4) “Fair”,
and (5) “Poor”. A higher score indicated poorer health outcomes. For the other questions, the
developers of the instrument found the Cronbach alpha levels of each items to be as follows:
general stress item is .81, burnout items are .83, sleep problem items are .86, depressive
symptom items are .76, cognitive stress items are .83, and somatic stress items are a .68.
Cronbach alpha levels at or above a .70 are considered high reliability levels (Creswell, 2012).
The response categories for these scales are: (1) “Not at all”, (2) “A small part of the time”, (3)
Part of the time”, (4) A large part of the time, and (5) “All the time”. A high score of 4.0 to 5.0
indicated that a person reflected higher levels of each variable, which indicates poor outcomes.
For the analysis, the average of each stress factor and outcome subscales were used to determine
the level for each scale. See Appendix C for the entire faculty questionnaire.
Student Questionnaire
The student questionnaire gathered information about student demographics, perceptions
of faculty teaching effectiveness, and perceptions of how faculty reflected characteristics of
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stress. The student demographic questions included age, gender, race, ethnicity, student
classifications (undergraduate freshman/sophomore/junior/senior, graduate masters, graduate
doctorate), the classroom variables (class size and faculty gender). The results provided a profile
of the participating students. Class size, student classification, and faculty gender were analyzed
next to students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty reflecting stress
characteristics. Faculty stress was analyzed using a portion of a preexisting questionnaire.
The Experiences of Teaching-Learning Questionnaire (ETLQ) was used to analyze
faculty teaching effectiveness, which was developed by the Enhancing Teaching-Learning (ETL)
Project (n.d.) and has been used by other studies (Parpala et al., 2013; Utriainen et al., 2018). The
ETLQ was developed based on theories of effective teaching and learning and was used to create
student centered environments in the United Kingdom (ETL Project, n.d.). Karagiannopoulou
and Milienos (2018) examined the questionnaire’s constructs and found the instrument to be
valuable and useful across different cultures and contexts demonstrating the applicability for the
ETLQ to be used with U.S. student populations. The developers specify that anyone may use the
questionnaires and only ask that the project be acknowledged. The English version is publicly
available and can be found for free in the ETL website at
http://www.etl.tla.ed.ac.uk/publications.html#measurement.
The instrument contains five sections based on the aspects of the teaching-learning environment.
Since the development of the questionnaire in 2002, the ETLQ has been modified into other
languages and shortened. For the study, the student questionnaire used items from one section
from the Shortened ETLQ (SETLQ) that was developed in 2005 by the ETL Project, as it aligns
with the purpose of the study (n.d.). Questions from the Experiences of the teaching and learning
scale were used to analyze faculty teaching effectiveness. The subscales that were used for the
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faculty teaching effectiveness scale were: teaching for understanding, set work and feedback,
and staff enthusiasm and support. One general faculty teaching effectiveness question was added
to this section for a total of eight questions to determine overall faculty teaching effectiveness.
The items used to measure teaching effectiveness are:
1. What the faculty member taught seemed to match what we were supposed to learn.
2. The faculty member encouraged me to rethink my understanding of some aspects of the
subject.
3. It was clear to me what the faculty member expected in the assessed work for this course.
4. The feedback given on my work by the faculty member helped me to improve my ways
of learning and studying.
5. The faculty member gave me the support I needed to help me complete the work for this
course.
6. The faculty member tried to share their enthusiasm about the subject with us.
7. The faculty member was patient in explaining things which seemed difficult to grasp.
8. The faculty member was effective in teaching the course.
The Likert response categories used are: (1) “Disagree”, (2) “Somewhat disagree, (3) “Unsure”,
(4) “Somewhat agree”, and (5) “Agree”. A lower number indicates students perceive decreased
levels of faculty teaching effectiveness. For statistical analysis, the average of all the faculty
teaching effectiveness subscale questions was used to determine the level for that scale. The
wording of the questions was slightly modified for clarity to ensure students considered the
faculty member teaching the course. For example, the original questionnaire used the terms
“course unit” or only the term “unit” to indicate a course, which may be unclear to some students
completing the questionnaire. These terms were replaced with the term “course”. The
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questionnaire also asked questions using the term “staff” to indicate the person teaching the
course and that term was changed to “faculty member” to ensure clarity. The term “faculty
member” was also added to questions that did not have the term “staff” to ensure students
analyzed faculty versus the course in general as many courses are often taught by a teaching or
graduate assistant.
Additionally, eight questions were developed for students to indicate their perception on
whether faculty reflected stress characteristics with the following items:
1. The faculty member appeared stressed.
2. The faculty member appeared tense.
3. The faculty member appeared anxious.
4. The faculty member appeared annoyed.
5. The faculty member appeared angry.
6. The faculty member appeared sad.
7. The faculty member appeared tired.
8. The faculty member appeared often forgetful.
The descriptive terms used are based on how stress may appear as it can present itself in various
forms depending on the individual (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Gillespie et al., 2001). As
indicated earlier, stress outcomes include several mental health outcomes that can present in
various ways such as increased anxiety, irritability, anger, depression, frustration, low affect, and
loss of interest or as somatic stress outcomes to include being tired as well as cognitive stress
outcomes that includes forgetfulness. The Likert response categories used as students considered
each stress characteristic were: (1) “Disagree”, (2) “Somewhat disagree, (3) “Unsure”, (4)
“Somewhat agree”, and (5) “Agree”. Higher scores indicated that the students perceived faculty
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expressed the indicated stress characteristic. The study is the first to use ETLQ questions to
compare the relationship between students’ perception of faculty reflecting stress characteristics
to perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness (see Appendix D for the entire student
questionnaire).
Data Collection and Analysis
Data Collection
Quantitative data from two questionnaires was collected during a regular semester. Due
to the nature of the populations being studied, internal review board (IRB) approval was obtained
after the Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs of the institution
provided approval of the study in writing (see Appendix E to review the letter to the Provost). It
is important to note that the IRB application was submitted on March 17, 2020, which was the
same day that the University of Texas System Chancellor announced that all instruction would
be provided online with “no on-campus classes or other academic gatherings” for the rest of the
Spring 2020 semester due to the impact and spread of the coronavirus, COVID 19 (UTS, 2020b,
para. 3). On March 19, 2020, COVID-19 was declared by the Texas Department of State Health
Services an imminent public health disaster and all schools at all levels were ordered to close
(Office of the Texas Governor, 2020). By the time the study was approved, university students
who were taking courses in a classroom had transitioned to completing the course online. Based
on the pandemic, the study proceeded with minor changes on how the data would be collected.
Advertisements of the study were limited to being online and the wording of inclusion had to be
slightly modified in the study announcement and consent letter to ensure faculty and students
understood the study sought participants who had begun the semester in a classroom
environment.
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Participation was voluntary, and to promote anonymity, the questionnaires were approved
to be sent via the university’s weekly emailed bulletin that provided an announcement of the
study with a web link to the faculty and student questionnaires. Additionally, the announcement
was emailed through college listservs that had the College’s Deans approval ensuring the
researcher did not have access to email information.
The anonymity, privacy, and confidentiality of participants was protected with online
questionnaires that were developed with the QuestionPro Survey Software (QuestionPro, June
2020), which allowed formatting that ensured participants’ answers were anonymous and did not
allow for the participants’ emails to be linked with the response data. Additionally, the online
questionnaires did not ask for identifying information. The informed consent letter was
embedded at the beginning of the questionnaires that included an explanation of the study, and
how their information would be protected and stored for confidentiality. The inclusion criteria of
being 18 years old or older was indicated and faculty and students had to either be teaching a
course or be a student in a course that began in a classroom (see Appendix F and G). Participants
were informed that by clicking the “next” button, that was at the end of the letter, they provided
consent to participate in the study and gave permission for their data to be used anonymously by
the researcher. As the university was closed and the only way to advertise the study was via
emails, participants had access to the questionnaires for seven weeks with weekly reminders.
Due to the confidential nature of the survey, there was little risk of participants being
identified. If participants chose to participate in the online questionnaires, participation took
approximately 10-15 minutes for faculty and 5-10 minutes for students. Only the researcher had
access to the questionnaire responses, which are maintained in a password protected computer
and a locked file drawer. Thus, the confidentiality and privacy of participants’ identities and
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survey responses were assured. Individual compensation was not provided for participation, but
at the end of each survey, participants had the option to provide their name and email address to
enter a drawing for a $75 gift card for faculty and a $50 gift card for students (see Appendix F
and G). If participants chose to participate, they were directed to a separate questionnaire that
was not linked to their response data. Once data collection ended, an online resource, Research
randomizer at www.randomizer.org, was used to select a faculty and student winner. The gift
cards were emailed to them and once that step was complete, the participant information for the
drawings was discarded from QuestionPro and not saved.
Statistical Treatment
The statistical approaches used for the study to summarize and organize the collected
data for both faculty and students were frequency distributions and correlational analysis.
Frequency distributions are descriptive statistics that assist in reflecting the data patterns in a
meaningful way (Laerd Statistics, 2018a). The study included descriptive statistics on the levels
of faculty stress factors and outcomes and were described next to the number and percentage of
faculty who experienced work disengagement as well as faculty characteristics of gender, age,
tenure status, work position, number of hours worked per week, number of classes taught, and
the time of day faculty taught. The preferences for health and wellness programs were also
reported. For students, the class size, student classification, and number of students who
perceived faculty teaching effectiveness and characteristics of stress were summarized.
Correlation analysis was used to understand the data. The Spearman’s rank order (rho)
correlation approach measured the strength and directional relationship between two variables
that are in ordinal, ratio, or interval scales (Laerd Statistics, 2018c). For faculty, the Spearman’s
rho correlation was used to understand the relationship between work disengagement, stress
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factors, stress outcomes, and the faculty characteristics of age, tenure status, number of hours
worked per week, and number of classes taught. The point-biserial correlation was used to
measure the strength and direction between two variables where one variable is dichotomous and
the other continuous. The point-biserial correlation was used to understand the relationship
between work disengagement, stress factors, stress outcomes and faculty characteristics of
gender and work position (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). Spearman’s rho correlation statistics was
used for student outcomes to understand the relationship between student perceptions of faculty
teaching effectiveness, students’ perceptions of different faculty stress characteristics, class size,
and student classification.
The assumption for Spearman’s rho is that the variables used are ordinal, demonstrate a
paired observation for each of the variables, and have a monotonic relationship, which means the
value of the variables increase together or one increases while the other decreases (Laerd
Statistics, 2018c). The assumptions for point-biserial correlation are one variable is a continuous
variable while the other is dichotomous, no outliers are present, and the categories being
compared to the dichotomous variable are normally distributed and have equal variances (Laerd
Statistics, 2018b). The level of significance for the study was set at α < .05, a common level for
educational and social science research. View Appendix H, which outlines the Statistics Matrix
used for the study.
Research Questions and Hypotheses. Except for Research Question 7, the study used the
Spearman’s rho correlation statistic for all the questions and the point-biserial correlation was
used for Research Questions 2 and 3. The following specifies the statistic used to address each
hypothesis.
Research Question 1: How are faculty stress factors related to work disengagement?

64

Research Hypothesis 1: Faculty burnout, general stress, cognitive stress, depressive
symptoms, poor general health, poor sleep, and somatic stress are positively related to work
disengagement.
To test this hypothesis, the statistic used was the Spearman’s rank-order correlation.
Research Question 2: Are stress factors and work disengagement related to faculty of
different characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 2: Different levels of stress factors and work disengagement are
related to tenure status, work position, time of day worked, number of hours worked, number of
classes taught, gender, and age.
To test this hypothesis, the statistics used were the Spearman’s rank-order and pointbiserial correlations.
Research Question 3: Are stress outcomes and work disengagement related to faculty of
different characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 3: Different levels of stress outcomes and work disengagement are
related to tenure status, work position, time of day worked, number of hours worked, number of
classes taught, gender, and age.
To test this hypothesis, the statistics used were the Spearman’s rank-order and pointbiserial correlations.
Research Question 4: Are students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness related
to students’ perceptions of faculty stress characteristics in the classroom?
Research Hypothesis 4: Students’ perceptions of faculty effectiveness are related to
students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress characteristics (stressed, tense,
anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
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To test this hypothesis, the statistic used was the Spearman’s rank-order correlation.
Research Question 5: Are different class sizes related to students’ perceptions of faculty
teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress characteristics in the
classroom?
Research Hypothesis 5: Different class sizes are related to students’ perceptions of
faculty effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress
characteristics (stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
To test this hypothesis, the statistic used was the Spearman’s rank-order correlation.
Research Question 6: Are different college student classifications related to students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress
characteristics in the classroom?
Research Hypothesis 6: Different college student classifications are related to students’
perceptions of faculty effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty
stress characteristics (stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, often forgetful).
To test this hypothesis, the statistic used was the Spearman’s rank-order correlation.
Research Questions 7: What strategies and delivery methods of health and wellness
strategies do faculty prefer? Research question 7 was designed to gather information about
faculty preferences of health and wellness programs that may mitigate stress and, therefore, did
not have research hypothesis. Frequency distributions were used to report the number and
percentages of the participants who indicated the type of wellness programs they preferred and
the way they preferred they are implemented.
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Treatment of Missing Data
The OLBI and SETLQ do not specify what to do with missing data while the COPSOQ II
indicates that if less than half of the questions for one of the scales is missing, the entire scale is
reported as missing for that participant and excluded (Demerouti et al., 2010; ETL Project, n.d.;
Pejtersen el al., 2010). The standards set by the COPSOQ II were used for the study and the
missing data was treated equally across all variables to ensure consistency during the analysis.
When questions were answered, the average of all questions within that scale were used to
determine the level for that scale (Pejtersen el al., 2010). If more than half of the questions were
answered, then an average score of the responses was used to determine the score of that item. If
more than half of the questions from the work disengagement, stress factors, stress outcome, or
the faculty teaching effectiveness scales were missing, the data was not counted in the sample
population. It is unclear if other studies that used the COPSOQ II in conjunction with other
measurement tools addressed missing data in the same manner. However, it was important to
treat the missing data the same across all variables and exclude it because missing data has the
potential to bias and invalidate the results reducing the statistical power of the outcomes (Kang,
2013).
Summary
The chapter addressed the methodological approaches of the study. The study is
quantitative using a cross-sectional survey design with online questionnaires to examine three
interrelated parts (Creswell, 2012). The first part examined the relationship between faculty
stress factors and outcomes and work disengagement in a U.S. public, four-year research
university using the Job Demands-Resource Model as the theoretical framework (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017). The second part used the campus ecology perspective to analyze how students
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perceived faculty teaching effectiveness in comparison to students’ perceptions of faculty
reflecting stress characteristics in the classroom (Evans et al., 2010; Oberle & Schonert-Reichl,
2016). Based on mindfulness principles, faculty completed two questions for the third part of the
study to provide insight to faculty preferences for health and wellness programming. Purposive
sampling was used to recruit faculty and students from a U.S. public, four-year research
university. Only students who took a course that began in a classroom and faculty who began
teaching in a physical classroom during the semester of the study were included. Students who
only took online courses or faculty who only taught online were excluded because the ecological
model requires the analysis of the physical classroom environment. Certain demographic data
was analyzed to address certain research hypotheses. For faculty, gender, age, tenure status,
faculty position, number of classes taught, number of hours worked per week, and the time of
day faculty taught were used during the analysis. For students, the student classifications,
number of students in the class, and the faculty gender were used during the analysis. The
remaining demographic questions were only used to develop participant profiles.
For faculty, portions of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory and the Copenhagen
Psychosocial Questionnaire II were used to assess work disengagement and stress factors and
outcomes (Demerouti et al., 2010; Pejtersen et al., 2010). The stress factors included general
stress and general burnout while the stress outcomes included general health, cognitive stress,
somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns. For the students, a portion of the
Shortened Experience of Teaching-Learning Questionnaire was used to examine faculty teaching
effectiveness along with one general faculty teaching effectiveness question that was added to
this section (ETL Project, n.d.). Additionally, questions were developed for students to indicate
their perception on whether faculty reflected stress characteristics to include if faculty appeared
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stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, or often forgetful. These terms reflect the
various ways stress can present itself depending on the individual (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora,
2016; Gillespie et al., 2001). Finally, data collection and analysis occurred. Data was collected
during a regular semester via online questionnaires and were analyzed using descriptive statistics
and Spearman’s rho and point-biserial correlational statistics. Descriptive statistics helped
summarize the patterns of the data collected while correlational analysis measured the
relationships between the given variables (Laerd Statistics, 2018a; Laerd Statistics, 2018c). The
next chapter outlines the results of the study.
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Chapter 4: Results of the Study
The purpose of the study was to analyze three interrelated parts using a cross-sectional
survey design to provide recommendations for the development of health and wellness programs
that may mitigate faculty stress in the workplace. The first part of the study analyzed the
relationship between work disengagement, faculty stress factors, faculty stress outcomes, and
different faculty demographic characteristics. The second part of the study analyzed faculty
stress by understanding students’ perceptions of faculty in the classroom specifically how
students perceived faculty displayed stress characteristics and how they relate to students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness. The third part of the study analyzed faculty
preferences of health and wellness program characteristics and how faculty prefer programs are
implemented in the workplace.
Faculty and student participants of the study completed online questionnaires. Faculty
completed a questionnaire developed from two pre-existing questionnaires along with
demographic questions and questions that asked about their preferences in health and wellness
programming. Portions of the pre-existing questionnaires, the Oldenburg Burnout Inventor
(OBLI) and Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire II (COPSOQ II), were used to measure
work disengagement, stress factors of general burnout and general stress, and stress outcomes of
general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns.
Students completed a questionnaire that asked about faculty teaching effectiveness using
questions from a portion of the Shortened Experiences of Teaching-Learning Questionnaire
(SETLQ) plus one added question about overall teaching effectiveness. In addition, the student
questionnaire asked students demographic questions and about their perceptions of faculty
exhibiting stress characteristics. The chapter will describe the results outlining how the data was
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screened to obtain the final profile of the participants, the statistical analysis process, and the
specific results related to each research question and hypothesis.
Profile of Participants
The participants of the study were invited from a U.S. public, four-year research
university and were at least 18 years of age and had either taught or were enrolled in a class that
began in the classroom during the semester the study was conducted. Data screening was
conducted first to determine the final profile of the participants.
Data Screening
Participants completed online questionnaires developed in QuestionPro Survey Software
(QuestionPro, June 2020) that were collected for seven weeks between March 30, 2020 and May
15, 2020. The questionnaires automatically redirected participants to begin the questionnaire if
they met the criteria of beginning a course in a classroom. Participants who indicated they had
not begun the semester in a classroom were thanked for their time and the questionnaire ended.
Participants had the option to skip any question; however, there was minimal missing data.
Using the data view of the IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, Version
26), missing data and data anomalies were reviewed. In QuestionPro, the data initially revealed
that 119 faculty members viewed the questionnaire and 80 started it. Once the data was
transferred to SPSS, only 45 usable faculty questionnaires were used as some of the completed
faculty questionnaires only had the demographic questions answered, and the rest of the
questionnaires had missing data that could not be used. Of the student questionnaires, the initial
data in QuestionPro revealed that 605 students viewed it and 158 started it. In SPSS, only 120
usable student questionnaires were reviewed as some of the completed student questionnaires
had inordinate missing data and could not be used. Finally, using SPSS, a Mahalanobis distance

71

statistic was used to identify multivariate outliers across all faculty and student variables.
Multivariate outliers consist of unusual scores across at least two variables and can influence the
statistical outcomes, so questionnaires that demonstrated outliers were removed (Statistics
Solutions, 2020). New probability variables were created and demonstrated values greater than
.001 indicating that no outliers existed in the faculty data. The same Mahalanobis distance
statistic was run with the student questionnaires identifying one outlier and that questionnaire
was deleted ending with 119 student participants. The final sample size was 45 faculty
participants and 119 student participants.
Faculty Participants
Table 4 demonstrates the demographic details of the faculty participants reflecting the
general profile of the participants.
Table 4
Faculty Demographics
Characteristic
Age: 20-29

n
1

%
2.2

Characteristic
Tenured

n

%

16

35.6

Age: 30-39
Age: 40-49

10
16

22.2
35.6

Tenure Track
Non-Tenure

9
19

20
42.2

Age:50-59

10

22.2

Full-time position

40

88.9

Age: 60+

8

17.8

Part-time position

4

8.9

Male

17

37.8

Worked Less than 40 hours

4

8.9

Female

28

62.2

Worked 41-50 hours

21

46.7

Transgender

0

0

Worked 51-60 hours

15

33.3

Caucasian or White

33

73.3

Worked 61-70 hours

5

11.1

Asian or Asian American

2

4.4

Taught before 8a.m.

1

2.2

Multiracial

2

4.4

Taught after 5p.m.

24

53.3

Other

4

8.9

Taught 1 class

6

13.3

Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano
Origin

18

40

Taught 2 classes

24

53.3

Taught 3 classes

7

15.6

Another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin

7

15.6

Taught 4 classes

7

15.6

Not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin
N=45

20

44.4

Taught 5 classes

1

2.2

72

However, the following tables depict a better description of the faculty demographics
considered in the study according to the variables of work disengagement, stress factors, and
stress outcomes. Among the 45 faculty participants, average percentages and numbers of
participants for each demographic are reported as the response numbers across the variables
differed by one or two participant responses. Table 5 reflects the number and percentage of
participants for each age range and the variables of work disengagement, general burnout,
general stress, general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep
concerns. Participant age ranges varied with the highest percentage of 34% (n=15) falling within
the 40-49 age range followed by 23% (n=10) of age range 30-39 and 21% (n=9) of age range 5059.
Table 5
Age, Work Disengagement, and Stress Demographic Characteristics
Work
disengagement
Faculty
characteristic

General
Burnout

General
Stress

General
health

Cognitive
stress

Somatic
stress

Depressive
symptoms

Sleep
concerns

N

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

20-29

1

2.2

1

2.2

1

2.3

1

2.4

1

2.2

1

2.4

1

2.3

1

2.3

30-39

10

22.2

10

22.2

10

23.3

10

24.4

10

22.2

10

23.8

10

22.7

10

23.3

40-49

16

35.6

16

35.6

15

34.9

13

31.7

16

35.6

14

33.3

16

36.4

15

34.9

50-59

10

22.2

10

22.2

9

20.9

9

22

10

22.2

9

21.4

9

20.5

9

20.9

60+

8

17.8

8

17.8

8

18.6

8

19.5

8

17.8

8

19.0

8

18.2

8

18.6

Age

Note: N=45

Table 6 reflects the number and percentage of participants for each gender and tenure
status with variables of work disengagement, general burnout, general stress, general health,
cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns. Of the faculty
participants, 62% (n=28) identified as female and 38% (n=17) identified as male. Tenure status
was also reported by only 44 faculty and was more evenly distributed with the highest number of
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faculty members reporting non-tenure status at 43% (n=19) followed by tenured faculty at 36%
(n=16) and tenure-track faculty at 21% (n=9).
Table 6
Gender, Tenure Status, Work Disengagement, and Stress Demographic Characteristics
Work
disengagement

Faculty
characteristic
Gender

General
Burnout

General
Stress

General
health

Cognitive
stress

Somatic
stress

Depressive
symptoms

Sleep
concerns

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Male

17

37.8

17

37.8

17

39.5

15

36.6

17

37.8

16

38.1

16

36.4

16

37.2

Female

28

62.2

28

62.2

26

60.5

26

63.4

28

62.2

26

61.9

28

63.6

27

62.8

Tenured

16

36.4

16

36.4

15

35.7

15

36.6

16

36.4

15

35.7

16

37.2

15

35.7

Tenure-Track

9

20.5

9

20.5

8

19

8

19.5

9

20.5

9

21.4

9

20.9

9

21.4

Non-Tenured

19

43.2

19

43.2

19

45.2

18

43.9

19

43.2

18

42.9

18

41.9

18

42.9

Tenure Status

Note: N=45

Table 7 reflects the number and percentage of participants for each position and time of
day worked with variables of work disengagement, general burnout, general stress, general
health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns. The position
status, full-time or part-time positions, were reported by 44 faculty. Ninety percent (n=38) of
faculty participants reported they were full-time faculty. Of the participants who indicated they
taught courses outside the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., an average of 52% (n=24) of faculty
taught after 5:00 p.m.
Table 7
Position, Time of Day Worked, Work Disengagement, and Stress Demographic Characteristics
Work
disengagement
Faculty
characteristic

General
Burnout

General
Stress

General
health

Cognitive
stress

Somatic
stress

Depressive
symptoms

Sleep
concerns

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Position
Full-Time

40

90.9

40

90.9

38

90.5

36

90

40

90.9

37

90.2

39

90.7

38

90.5

Part-Time

4

9.1

4

9.1

4

9.5

4

10

4

9.1

4

9.8

4

9.3

4

9.5

Time of Day
Taught
Before 8am

1

2.2

1

2.2

1

2.3

0

0

1

2.2

1

2.4

1

2.3

1

2.3

After 5 pm

24

53.3

24

53.3

22

51.2

21

51.2

24

53.3

21

50

24

54.5

24

55.8

Note: N=45
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Table 8 reflects the number and percentage of participants for each number of classes
taught and number of hours worked within an average week during the semester of the study
with variables of work disengagement, general burnout, general stress, general health, cognitive
stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns. More than half of the faculty
participants, 52% (n=23), taught two courses during the time of the study. Only one participant
indicated teaching a course before 8 a.m. Slightly less than half of faculty participants, 46%
(n=21), worked 41-50 hours per week. Faculty who worked 51-60 hours were another 33%
(n=15) of the population studied reflecting approximately 79% of faculty worked between 41-60
hours per week while 11.4% (n=5) worked 61-70 hours.
Table 8
Number of Classes Taught, Number of Hours Worked, Work Disengagement, and Stress
Demographic Characteristics
Work
disengagement
Faculty
characteristic

General
Burnout

General
Stress

General
health

Cognitive
stress

Somatic
stress

Depressive
symptoms

Sleep
concerns

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

1

6

13.3

6

13.3

6

14

5

12.2

6

13.3

6

14.3

6

13.6

6

14

2

24

53.3

24

53.3

22

51.2

23

56.1

24

53.3

22

52.4

23

52.3

22

51.2

3

7

15.6

7

15.6

7

16.3

7

17.1

7

15.6

7

16.7

7

15.9

7

16.3

4

7

15.6

7

15.6

7

16.3

6

14.6

7

15.6

6

14.3

7

15.9

7

16.3

5+

1

2.2

1

2.2

1

2.3

0

0

1

2.2

1

2.4

1

2.3

1

2.3

Less than 40

4

8.9

4

8.9

4

9.3

4

9.8

4

8.9

4

9.5

4

9.1

4

9.3

41-50

21

46.7

21

46.7

20

46.5

19

46.3

21

46.7

18

42.9

21

47.7

21

48.8

51-60

15

33.3

15

33.3

14

32.6

14

34.1

15

33.3

15

35.7

14

31.8

14

32.6

61-70

5

11.1

5

11.1

5

11.6

4

9.8

5

11.1

5

11.9

5

11.4

4

9.3

Number of
Classes Taught

Number of
Hours Worked

Note: N=45

To further understand the demographic profile of tenure status, the following three tables
show the numbers and percentage for each tenure status in relation to the number of hours
worked, age, and race/ethnicity. Table 9 provides a breakdown of hours worked based on tenure
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status. More non-tenured faculty, 20.5% (n=9), reported working 41-50 hours closely followed
by 18.2% (n=8) of tenured faculty. Of the faculty who reported working 51-60 hours, more
tenured faculty, 13.6% (n=6), work this number of hours followed by non-tenured faculty at
11.4% (n=5). Faculty who worked 61-70 hours is even between tenured and tenure track faculty
at 4.5% (n=2) each reporting these hours worked.
Table 9
Descriptive Statistics Comparing Tenure Status and Hours Worked per Week
Less than 40 Hours

41-50 Hours

51-60 Hours

61-70 Hours

Tenure Status

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Tenured

0

0

8

18.2

6

13.6

2

4.5

Tenure-Track

0

0

3

6.8

4

9.1

2

4.5

Non-Tenure
N=44

4

9.1

9

20.5

5

11.4

1

2.3

Table 10 shows how age was compared across tenure status with the majority of young
faculty falling in the non-tenure or tenure track category with 2.3% (n=1) of non-tenure and
2.3% (n=1) tenure-track was between 20-29 age range and 9.1% (n=4) of tenure track and 22.7%
(n=10) of non-tenure track fell in the 30-39 age range. Thirty-four percent (n=15) of non-tenure
track reflected the majority within the 40-49 age range.
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics Comparing Tenure Status and Age
Age: 20-29

Age: 30-30

Age: 40-49

Age: 50-59

Age: 60+

Tenure Status

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Tenured

0

0

0

0

5

11.4

6

13.6

5

11.4

Tenure-Track

1

2.3

4

9.1

8

18.2

3

6.8

3

6.8

Non-Tenure

1

2.3

10

22.7

15

34.1

10

22.7

8

18.2

N=44

Table 11 and 12 indicate the relationship between race/ethnicity and tenure status.
Overall, 80% of faculty reported being Caucasian or white. Specifically, for tenured faculty, the
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majority at 25% (n=10) reported being Caucasian or white and 13.6% (n=6) reported they were
not of a Hispanic, Latino, or other Spanish origin. The remaining tenured faculty, 22.8% (n=10),
reported being of Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, or another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
origin. For tenure-track faculty, the majority at 20% (n=8) reported being Caucasian or white and
13.6% (n=6) reported they were not of a Hispanic, Latino, or other Spanish origin. For nontenured faculty, the majority at 35% (n=14) reported being Caucasian or white and 20.5% (n=9)
reported being of Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano origin followed by 18.2% (n=8) of
non-tenured faculty who reported they were not of a Hispanic, Latino, or other Spanish origin.
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics Comparing Tenure Status and Race

Tenure Status

Caucasian or
White
n
%

Asian or Asian
American
n
%

Tenured

10

25

1

Tenure-Track

8

20

Non-Tenure

14

35

Multiracial

Other

n

%

n

%

2.5

1

2.5

3

7.5

0

0

0

0

1

2.5

1

2.5

1

2.5

0

0

N=40

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics Comparing Tenure Status and Ethnicity

Tenure Status

Mexican, Mexican
American, or Chicano Origin
n
%

Another Hispanic,
Latino, or Spanish Origin
n
%

Not of Hispanic, Latino,
or Spanish Origin
n
%

Tenured

5

11.4

5

11.4

6

13.6

Tenure-Track

3

6.8

0

0

6

13.6

Non-Tenure

9

20.5

2

4.5

8

18.2

N=44

Student Participants
Among the 119 student participants, 74.8% (n=89) reported being female with 22.7%
(n=27) reported being male, and 1.7% (n=2) identified as being transgender. Table 13 outlines
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the student participants’ demographic information that includes age, gender, race, and ethnicity.
Over 46% (n=55) indicated being within the 18-24 age range followed by 23.5% (n=28) of
students who reported being within the 25-29 age range. Student participants primarily identified
their race as Caucasian or White at 65.5% (n=78). In terms of ethnicity, 66.4% (n=79) of
students reported being of Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano origin.
Table 13
Student Demographics: Age, Gender, Race, Ethnicity
Characteristic

n

%

Age 18-24

55

46.2

Age 25-29

28

23.5

Age 30-39

20

16.8

Age 40-49

10

8.4

Age 50+

6

5.0

Male

27

22.7

Female

89

74.8

Prefer not to say or self-describe

2

1.6

Transgender

2

1.7

Caucasian or White

78

65.5

Black or African American

3

2.5

American Indian or Alaska Native

1

0.8

Biracial or Multiracial

11

9.2

Other Race

23

19.3

Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano Origin

79

66.4

Another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin

13

10.9

No, not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin

25

21.0

N=119

Table 14 outlines the number and percentage of student participants for each of the
following student characteristics: student classification, class size, and faculty gender of course.
Most student participants were graduate students with 35.3% (n=42) reporting being master’s
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students and 32.8% (n=39) reported being doctoral students. Undergraduate seniors followed at
14.3% (N=17) and then undergraduate juniors at 10.9% (n=13). Over 44% (n=53) of students
reported being in a class size between 20-40 students and 43.7% (n=52) reported their class size
to be less than 20 students. Student participants also reported the gender of the faculty member
teaching the course with 56.3% (n=67) reporting male faculty and 43.7% (n=52) reported female
faculty. Class size, student classification, and faculty gender were analyzed further.
Table 14
Student Demographics: Student Classification, Class Size, Faculty Gender
Characteristic

n

%

UG Freshman

3

2.5

UG Sophomore

5

4.2

UG Junior

13

10.9

UG Senior

17

14.3

Graduate Master Student

42

35.3

Graduate Doctoral Student

39

32.8

Class size Less than 20

52

43.7

Class size 20-40

53

44.5

Class size 41-60

6

5.0

Class size 61-80

3

2.5

Class size 81-100

2

1.7

Class size 101-200

3

2.5

Class size 201-300

0

0

Male Faculty Identified

67

56.3

Female Faculty Identified

52

43.7

N=119
Note: UG = Undergraduate

Among the 119 student participants, average percentages and numbers of participants for
each demographic is reported as the response numbers across the variables differed by one or
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two participant responses. The variables were faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty
perceived as stressed, tense, anxious, annoyed, angry, sad, tired, or forgetful. Table 15 shows the
numbers and percentages of class size as they were reported by students next to students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and the different stress characteristics faculty were
perceived to display. Similar percentages across variables reflected class size with 44% (n=53)
reflecting a class size of 20-40 and 43% (n=52) of the participants reported a class size of less
than 20 students.
Table 15
Perceptions of Faculty Demographic Characteristics and Class Size
Faculty
Teaching
perceived
Effectiveness
as Stressed

%

Faculty
perceived
as Tense

Faculty
perceived
as Anxious

Faculty
Faculty
perceived perceived
as Annoyed as Angry

n

n

%

n

%

%

n

%

Faculty
perceived
as Sad

n

%

n

n

Less than 20

52

44.1

52

43.7 52

43.7 51

43.6

52

43.7

52 43.7 52

20-40

53

44.9

53

44.5 53

44.5 53

45.3

53

44.5

41-60

6

5.1

6

5.0

6

5.0

6

5.1

6

61-80

2

1.7

3

2.5

3

2.5

2

1.7

81-100

2

1.7

2

1.7

2

1.7

2

101-200

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

%

Faculty
Faculty
perceived perceived as
as Tired
Forgetful

n

%

n

%

43.7 51 43.2

52

43.7

53 44.5 53

44.5 53 44.9

53

44.5

5.0

6

5.0

6

5.0

6

5.1

6

5.0

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

1.7

2

1.7

2

1.7

2

1.7

2

1.7

2

1.7

2.6

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

Class Size

N=119

Table 16 shows the demographic numbers and percentages of student classification as
they are reported next to faculty teaching effectiveness and the different stress characteristics
faculty were perceived to display. Again, most students were graduate students across all
variables with 39% (n=41) being master students and 32% (n=39) were doctoral students.
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Table 16
Perceptions of Faculty Demographic Characteristics and Student Classification
Faculty
Teaching
perceived
Effectiveness
as Stressed

Faculty
perceived
as Tense

Faculty
perceived
as Anxious

Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
perceived perceived perceived perceived perceived as
as Annoyed as Angry
as Sad
as Tired
Forgetful

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

UG Freshmen

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.6

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

3

2.5

UG Sophomore

5

4.2

5

4.2

5

4.2

5

4.3

5

4.2

5

4.2

5

4.2

5

4.2

5

4.2

UG Junior

12

10.2

13 10.9 13 10.9 12

10.3

13 10.9

13 10.9 13

10.9 13 11.0

13

10.9

UG Senior

17

14.4

17 14.3 17 14.3 17

14.5

17 14.3

17 14.3 17

14.3 17 14.4

17

14.3

Graduate Master
Student

42

35.6

42 35.3 42 35.3 41

35.0

42 35.3

42 35.3 42

35.3 41 34.7

42

35.3

Graduate
Doctoral Student

39

33.1

39 32.8 39 32.8 39

33.3

39 32.8

39 32.8 39

32.8 39 33.1

39

32.8

Student Classification

N=119

Table 17 shows the demographic numbers and percentages of faculty gender as they are
reported next to faculty teaching effectiveness and the different stress characteristics faculty were
perceived to display. Across the variables, the gender of the faculty member teaching the course
was reported by students as 56% (n=66) male faculty and 44% (n=53) female faculty.
Table 17
Perceptions of Faculty Demographic Characteristics and Faculty Gender
Faculty
Teaching
perceived as
Effectiveness
Stressed

Faculty
perceived as
Tense

Faculty
perceived
as Anxious

Faculty
Faculty
perceived perceived
as Annoyed as Angry

%

Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
perceived perceived perceived as
as Sad
as Tired
Forgetful

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

n

Male

66

55.9

67

56.3

67

56.3

65

55.6

67

56.3

67

56.3 67

Female

52

44.1

52

43.7

52

43.7

52

44.4

52

43.7

52

43.7 52

%

n

%

n

%

56.3 67 56.8

67

56.3

43.7 51 43.2

52

43.7

Faculty Gender

N=119

Statistical Analyses
Descriptive Statistics
Using SPSS, crosstab descriptive statistics were first used to get an overview of the
relationships between faculty variables and student variables. Crosstabs are contingency tables
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that summarize the relationship between all the variables in a table format (Research Optimus,
2020). Crosstabs were used first because the descriptive information compared two variables at
one point in time providing both frequencies and assisted in depicting the variables most
appropriate for correlational analysis (Research Optimus, 2020). Crosstabs provided means and
standard deviations for each variable along with the numbers and percentages of responses for
each faculty demographic information as it was compared to work disengagement, stress factors,
and stress outcomes. For students, numbers and percentages for class size, student classification,
and faculty gender were provided to compare to student’s perceptions of faculty teaching
effectiveness and how each faculty member displayed stress characteristic. Preliminary
correlation significance and histograms were plotted to provide a general overview of the
relationship between the variables. The results guided the statistical analysis process. Several
variables reflected small participant numbers that were not useful for analysis and were removed.
The first was faculty work position of full-time or part-time status as only four participants
indicated part-time status. Only one faculty participant taught before 8:00 a.m. and so the
variable was removed. Several of the categories for the number of classes taught were also
identified as having small participant numbers and the entire variable was removed and not
considered in the following steps. Next, averages were obtained from all the subscales used and
Cronbach’s analyses were conducted to ensure alpha levels reflected reliable scale variables.
Cronbach’s Alpha Analysis
A Cronbach’s alpha analysis was conducted on the disengagement scale, general burnout
subscale, general stress subscale, cognitive stress subscale, somatic stress subscale, depressive
symptoms subscale, and sleep concern subscale of the faculty questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha
provides a way to measure if the scales are reliable and generally a level of .70 or above is good
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(Statistics Solutions, 2020). It was found that the Cronbach’s alpha levels for faculty scales were
as follows: disengagement scale’s alpha level was .79, general burnout subscale alpha level was
.91, general stress subscale alpha level was .87, cognitive stress subscale alpha level was .87,
somatic stress subscale alpha level was .71, depressive symptoms subscale alpha level was .81,
and sleep concerns subscale alpha level was .85, which all indicate that the scales have an
adequate level of inter-item reliability. A Cronbach’s alpha analysis was conducted on the
faculty teaching effectiveness scale of the student questionnaire. It was found that the faculty
teaching effectiveness scale’s alpha level was a .89, which indicates the scale has an adequate
level of inter-item reliability.
Statistical Assumptions
Assumptions tests were conducted for both Spearman’s rank order (rho) and pointbiserial correlation. Spearman’s rho was conducted first. Spearman’s rho correlation assumes
three factors to conduct this type of analysis. The first assumption required the variables to be on
an ordinal, interval, or ratio scale and was met by the type of measurements that were used.
Tenure status is a nominal scale but was included as it was compared to ordinal variables.
Questionnaires with Likert scales were used for each of the variables being analyzed, which can
be viewed in both the faculty and student questionnaires in Appendix C and D. The second
assumption was that variables are observed as pairs. A review of the descriptive data reflected
that participants had paired observations of each of the variables meeting the second assumption.
For example, faculty members who responded to questions about work disengagement had
scores that reflected their stress levels as well as responses for the faculty characteristics.
Scatterplots of the variables were then created to reflect the monotonic relationship between
variables to address the third assumption. A monotonic relationship means the value of the
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variables increases together or one increases while the other decreases (Laerd Statistics, 2018c).
The faculty variables that did not meet the third assumption were time of day faculty taught,
number of hours worked per week, and number of classes taught. The variables that
demonstrated a monotonic relationship were used for the Spearman’s rho correlational analysis.
For students, all the variables in the matrix demonstrated at least one monotonic
relationship except faculty gender. Based on the scatterplots, faculty teaching effectiveness only
demonstrated a monotonic relationship with faculty perceived as sad and tense. Class size
reflected a monotonic relationship with faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty perceived as
angry, sad, and forgetful. Student classification demonstrated a monotonic relationship with
faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty perceived as sad. Based on the matrix, the Spearman’s
rho correlational analysis was conducted only with the variables that demonstrated a monotonic
relationship. Next, assumption tests for point-biserial were completed between work
disengagement, stress factors, stress outcomes, faculty gender, and faculty who taught after 5:00
p.m.
Point-biserial correlation assumes five factors to conduct this type of analysis. The first
assumption was to have one variable be continuous, which was met by using the scales of work
disengagement, all the stress factors, and all the stress outcomes as continuous scales. The
second assumption was to have the second variable be dichotomous or a variable with only two
responses, which was met as faculty gender only had two groups selected by participants (male
or female) and faculty who taught after 5:00 p.m. had two responses (yes or no). The third
assumption was to ensure the continuous variable had no outliers. Somatic stress and general
health had outliers and were excluded from this analysis. The fourth assumption required normal
distribution of each of the continuous category. A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted, and only
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work disengagement, burnout, stress, and cognitive stress demonstrated normality. General
health, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns were removed. Finally, the fifth
assumption required equal variance of the continuous categories. A Levene’s test of equality of
variances was conducted demonstrating all variables meet this assumption.
Power Analysis
A statistical power analysis was performed to determine adequate sample size needed for
correlational analysis. GPower software (G*Power 3.1.9.4) was used to perform the power
analysis. The calculations used a power of .80, which is recommended because a lower power
level would increase the risk for errors while a higher power level requires a larger sample size
that can often exceed the existing resources (Cohen, 1992). Based on this power level, a medium
effect size of p = .03 required a minimum of 67 student participants and a large effect size of p =
.05 required a minimum of 23 faculty participants. The effect size determines the probability that
a null hypothesis is false, which indicates that a significant difference exists between the
populations studied (Gravetter, & Wallnau, 2013). If the null hypothesis is not rejected or is true,
then the results indicate that no difference exists between the variables being studied for the
population. So, it is important to have an effect size with a minimum power level of .80, which
indicates there is an 80% probability that the null hypothesis will not be true. Note that the word
“medium effect” and “large effect” does not mean that one is greater in outcomes results than the
other when considering the size needed for the sample size. With a medium effect size of p = .03,
the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis is .03 of the population studied while a p = .05
indicates a large effect size which means the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis is .05 of
the population studied. The study had 45 faculty participants indicating a large effect size will be

85

demonstrated in the results while student data will demonstrate a medium effect size with 119
student participants.
Results of Research Questions and Hypotheses
The results include summary tables and figures that assist in explaining the results. The
results enhance the existing body of knowledge on faculty stress and provide preliminary insight
into faculty preferences for health and wellness programming. The results also add to the faculty
stress literature by examining students’ perceptions of faculty as it relates to teaching
effectiveness and faculty stress in the classroom.
Faculty Stress
Research Question 1: How are faculty stress factors related to work disengagement?
Research Hypothesis 1: Faculty burnout, general stress, cognitive stress, depressive
symptoms, poor general health, poor sleep, and somatic stress are positively related to work
disengagement.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
the relationships between work disengagement and stress factors and outcomes. Table 18
provides the descriptive statistics and correlation outcomes of the variable comparisons.
Responses were scored on a four-point scale with score ranges between a 1 and 4 for work
disengagement and a five-point scale with score ranges between a 1 and 5 for stress factors and
outcomes. The table indicates the mean (M) of these scores and standard deviation (SD) for each
scale and faculty characteristic. Confirming the hypothesis, it was found that the “Work
Disengagement” scale demonstrated a statistically significant strong positive correlation with the
following: “Burnout” subscale, r (44) = .52, p < .01; the “Stress” subscale, r (42) = .55, p < .01;
the “Cognitive Stress” subscale, r (44) = .42, p < .01; the “Somatic Stress” subscale, r (44) = .41,
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p < .01; the “Depressive Symptoms” subscale, r (43) = .47, p < .01; and the “General Health”
subscale, r (40) = .47, p < .01. Work disengagement also demonstrated a statistically significant
positive correlation with the “Sleep Concerns” subscale, r (42) = .31, p < .05. The “Stress”
subscale demonstrated the largest effect size indicating that the general stress that faculty
members experience accounts for a larger portion of the variability in work disengagement;
however, all the stress factors and outcomes demonstrate significant positive correlations
indicating that faculty demonstrated work disengagement as levels of burnout, general stress,
cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns increased.
Table 18
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Work Disengagement and Stress Factor/Outcomes
N

M

SD

1.

1.Work Disengagement

45

2.23

.51

---

Burnout

45

3.21

.94

.52**

Stress

43

3.16

.96

.55**

Cognitive Stress
Somatic Stress
Depressive Symptoms

45
45
44

2.63
2.31
2.21

.86
.88
.96

.42**
.41**
.47**

Sleep Concern

43

2.50

.98

.31*

1.09

.47**

General Health
41
2.51
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Figure 1 provides a graphic representation of the relationship work disengagement has with all
the stress factors and outcomes.
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Figure 1. Correlations for Work Disengagement and Stress Factor/Outcomes
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed

Table 19 adds the correlational results between the stress factors and outcomes even
though the question did not ask for this analysis as it is relevant to further understand faculty
stress. The “Burnout” scale demonstrated a statistically significant strong positive correlation
with the following: “Stress” subscale, r (42) = .81, p < .01; “Cognitive stress” subscale, r (44) =
.75, p < .01; “Somatic stress” subscale, r (44) = .61, p < .01; “Depressive symptoms” subscale, r
(43) = .69, p < .01; and “ General health” subscale, r (40) = .65, p < .01. “Burnout” also had a
statistically significant correlation with “Sleep concern” subscale, r (42) = .32, p < .05. The
“Stress” scale further demonstrated statistically significant strong correlations with the
following: “Cognitive stress” subscale, r (44) = .84, p < .01; “Somatic stress” subscale, r (44) =
.61, p < .01; “Depressive symptoms” subscale, r (43) = .79, p < .01; “Sleep concern” subscale, r
(42) = .47, p < .01; and “General health” subscale, r (40) = .66, p < .01. The stress outcome
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subscale of “Cognitive stress” demonstrated a statistically significant strong correlation with the
following: “Somatic stress” subscale, r (44) = .51, p < .01; “Depressive symptoms” subscale, r
(43) = .78, p < .01; and “General health” subscale, r (40) = .65, p < .01. “Cognitive stress” also
had a statistically significant correlation with “Sleep concern” subscale, r (42) = .36, p < .05. The
stress outcome subscale of “Somatic stress” demonstrated a statistically significant strong
correlation with the following: “Depressive symptoms” subscale, r (43) = .62, p < .01; “Sleep
concern” subscale, r (42) = .46, p < .01; and “General health” subscale, r (40) = .43, p < .01.
Finally, the stress outcome subscale of “Depressive symptoms” demonstrated a statistically
significant strong correlation with the following: “Sleep concern” subscale, r (42) = .55, p < .01;
and “General health” subscale, r (40) = .62, p < .01.
Table 19
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Stress Factor and Outcomes
N

M

SD

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

1. Burnout

45

3.21

.94

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

2. Stress

43

3.16

.96

.81**

---

---

---

---

---

---

3. Cognitive Stress

45

2.63

.86

.75**

.84**

---

---

---

---

---

4. Somatic Stress

45

2.32

.88

.61**

.61**

.51**

---

---

---

---

5. Depressive Symptoms

44

2.22

.96

.69**

.79**

.78**

.62**

---

---

---

6. Sleep Concern

43

2.50

.98

.32*

.47**

.36*

.46**

.55**

---

---

7. General Health

41

2.51

1.1

.65**

.66**

.65**

.43**

.62**

.27

---

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Figure 2 provides a graphic representation of the relationship between stress and burnout
and all the stress outcomes.
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Figure 2. Correlations Between Stress Factors and Stress Outcomes
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Research Question 2: Are stress factors and work disengagement related to faculty of
different characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 2: Different levels of stress factors and work disengagement are
related to tenure status, work position, time of day worked, number of hours worked, number of
classes taught, gender, and age.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
work disengagement and stress factors of general burnout and stress as they relate to faculty
characteristics that include age, number of hours worked per week, and tenure status. Based on
the Spearman’s rho assumptions, only age and tenure status meet the assumptions required for a
correlational analysis. Table 20 provides the overall descriptive statistics and correlations for
age, tenure status, work disengagement, and stress factors. Responses were scored on a fourpoint scale with score ranges between a 1 and 4 for work disengagement and a five-point scale
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with score ranges between a 1 and 5 for stress factors and outcomes. The table indicates the
mean (M) of these scores and standard deviation (SD) for each scale and faculty characteristic. It
was found that “Age” demonstrated a statistically significant strong negative correlation with the
scale “Burnout”, r (44) = -.42, p < .01 and a statistically significant negative correlation with the
scale “Work disengagement”, r (44) = -.31, p < .05. These results indicate that younger faculty
are more likely to report higher levels of burnout and disengage from work. Burnout levels
demonstrated a stronger relationship with age than work disengagement. The coding for faculty
age in SPSS was so that the age group of 20-29 received a score of 1, a score of 2 was used for
age group 30-39, a score of 3 was used for age group 40-49, a score of 4 was used for age group
50-59, and a 5 was used for the age group of 60 years of age or more, which means that a
negative correlation indicates that younger faculty are more likely to experience the relationships
indicated. The mode for age ranges was a 3, which is the 40-49 age group. “Tenure status”
demonstrated a statistically significant strong positive correlation with the scale “Work
disengagement”, r (43) = .42, p < .01; the scale “Burnout”, r (43) = .48, p < .01; and the scale
“Stress”, r (43) = .42, p < .01. The results indicate that non-tenured faculty are more likely to
disengage from work and experience higher levels of stress and burnout followed by tenure track
faculty and then tenured faculty. The coding for tenure status in SPSS was so that tenured faculty
received a score of 1, a score of 2 was used for tenure track faculty, and a 3 for non-tenured
faculty, which means that a positive correlation indicates that non-tenured faculty are more likely
to experience the relationships indicated. The mode for tenure status was a 3, which indicates
non-tenured faculty.
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Table 20
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Work Disengagement, Stress Factors, Age, and
Tenure Status
N

M

SD

Mode

1.

2.

3.

1. Work Disengagement

45

2.23

.51

2ª

---

---

---

2. Burnout

45

3.21

.94

3

---

---

---

3. Stress

43

3.16

.96

4ª

---

---

---

Age

45

--

--

3

-.31*

-.42**

°

Tenure Status

44

--

--

3

.42**

.48**

.42**

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
° Indicates a monotonic relationship did not exist to warrant correlational outcome
ª Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Figure 3 provides a graphic representation of the relationship between work
disengagement, stress, burnout, age, and tenure status.

Figure 3. Correlations Between Work Disengagement, Stress Factors, Age, and Tenure Status
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

A point-biserial correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine work
disengagement and stress factors of general burnout and stress as they relate to faculty
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characteristics of gender and teaching after 5:00 p.m. Table 21 demonstrates that the results
indicate no statistically significant difference between work disengagement, burnout, or stress
and gender or faculty who teach after 5:00 p.m.
Table 21
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Work Disengagement, Stress Factors, Gender, and
Faculty Teaching after 5pm
N

M

SD

Mode

1.

2.

3.

1. Work Disengagement

45

2.24

.51

2ª

---

---

---

2. Burnout

45

3.21

.94

3

---

---

---

3. Stress

43

3.16

.96

4ª

---

---

---

Gender

45

---

---

2

-.02

.08

.19

Teaching after 5pm

45

---

---

1

.08

-.11

-.26

Note: ª Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Research Question 3: Are stress outcomes and work disengagement related to faculty of
different characteristics?
Research Hypothesis 3: Different levels of stress outcomes and work disengagement are
related to tenure status, work position, time of day worked, number of hours worked, number of
classes taught, gender, and age.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
work disengagement and stress outcomes of general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress,
depressive symptoms, and sleep concerns as they relate to faculty characteristics that include
age, tenure status, and number of hours worked per week. Based on the crosstabulations and
monotonic relationships, only age and tenure status meet the Spearman’s rho correlation
assumptions required for a correlational analysis. Table 22 provides the descriptive statistics and
correlations for age and tenure status and work disengagement and stress outcomes. As indicated
before, the scale “Work disengagement” demonstrated a statistically significant negative
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correlation with “Age”, r (44) = -.31, p < .05 and a statistically significant strong positive
correlation with “Tenure status”, r (43) = .42, p < .01. Based on the scoring, the positive
correlation indicates that non-tenure-track faculty and younger faculty are more likely to
demonstrate work disengagement.
“Age” demonstrated a statistically significant strong negative correlation with the scale
“Cognitive stress”, r (44) = -.39, p < .01. These results indicate that younger faculty are more
likely to present with symptoms of cognitive stress such as having problems concentrating,
thinking clearly, making decisions, or with memory. Again, the coding for faculty age was so
that the age group of 20-29 received a score of 1, a score of 2 was used for age group 30-39, a
score of 3 was used for age group 40-49, a score of 4 was used for age group 50-59, and a 5 was
used for the age group of 60 years of age or more, which means that a negative correlation
indicates that younger faculty are more likely to experience the relationships indicated.
“Tenure status” demonstrated a statistically significant strong positive correlation with
the scale “Cognitive stress”, r (43) = .50, p < .01; the scale “Somatic stress”, r (43) = .55, p <
.01; and the scale “Depressive symptoms”, r (43) = .44, p < .01. “Tenure status” also
demonstrated a statistically significant positive correlation with “General Health”, r (43) = .35, p
< .05. The results indicate that non-tenured faculty are more likely to experience symptoms of
cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and reflect poor health followed by tenure
track faculty and then tenured faculty. Again, the coding for tenure status was so that tenured
faculty received a score of 1, a score of 2 was used for tenure track faculty, and a 3 for nontenured faculty, which means that a positive correlation indicates that non-tenured faculty are
more likely to report the relationships indicated. Again, the modes for age ranges and tenure
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status are indicated in the table, which are a 3 indicating faculty between the ages of 40-49 and
non-tenured faculty.
Table 22
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Work Disengagement, Stress Outcomes, Age, and
Tenure Status
1. Work Disengagement

N
45

M
2.23

SD
.51

Mode
2ª

1.
---

2.
---

3.
---

4.
---

5.
---

6.
---

2. Cognitive Stress

45

2.63

.86

3

.42**

---

---

---

---

---

3. Somatic Stress

45

2.31

.88

2

.41**

.51**

---

---

---

---

4. Depressive Symptoms

44

2.21

.96

1ª

.47**

.78** .62**

---

---

---

5. Sleep Concern

43

2.50

.98

2

.31*

.36*

.46**

.55**

---

---

6. General Health

41

2.51

1.1

2ª

.47**

.65**

°

°

.27

---

Age

45

---

---

3

-.31*

-.39**

°

°

°

--

Tenure Status

44

---

---

3

.42**

.50** .55**

.44**

.21

.35*

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
° Indicates a monotonic relationship did not exist to warrant correlational outcome
ª Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of the relationship between stress outcomes,
age, gender, and tenure status.

95

Figure 4. Correlations Between Stress Outcomes, Age, Tenure Status, and Gender
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

A point-biserial correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine work
disengagement and stress factors of general burnout and stress as they relate to faculty
characteristics that include gender and teaching after 5:00 p.m. Based on the point-biserial
correlation assumptions tests, only cognitive stress met the assumptions required for a
correlational analysis. Table 23 demonstrates the results that indicate that “Gender”
demonstrated a statistically significant positive correlation with the scale “Cognitive stress”, r
(44) = .33, p < .05. These results indicate that female faculty are more likely to present with
symptoms of cognitive stress such as having problems concentrating, thinking clearly, making
decisions, or with memory. The coding for gender was so that male faculty received a score of 1
and a score of 2 was used for female faculty, which means that a positive correlation indicates
that female faculty are more likely to report the relationships indicated. The mode for gender is a
2, which means female faculty.
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Table 23
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Work Disengagement, Stress Outcomes, Gender,
and Faculty Teaching after 5pm
N

M

SD

Mode

1.

2.

1. Work Disengagement

45

2.24

.51

2ª

---

---

2. Cognitive Stress

45

2.63

.86

3

---

---

Gender

45

---

---

2

-.02

.33*

Teaching after 5pm

45

---

---

1

.08

-.22

Note: *Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
ª Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Students’ Perceptions of Faculty
Research Question 4: Are students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness related
to students’ perceptions of faculty stress characteristics in the classroom?
Research Hypothesis 4: Students’ perceptions of faculty effectiveness are related to
students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress characteristics.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
the relationships between students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and students’
perceptions of how faculty displayed characteristics of stress. Based on the crosstabulations and
monotonic relationships, faculty teaching effectiveness only had a monotonic relationship with
faculty perceived as tense or sad meeting the assumption required to conduct a correlational
analysis. Table 24 provides the descriptive statistics and correlations for faculty teaching
effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different levels of faculty stress characteristics.
Responses were scored on a four-point scale with score ranges between a 1 and 4 for teaching
effectiveness and how faculty displayed stress characteristics. The table indicates the mean (M)
of these scores and standard deviation (SD) for each scale and faculty characteristic. It was found
that “Faculty teaching effectiveness” demonstrated a statistically significant strong negative
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correlation with “Faculty perceived as tense”, r (118) = -.34, p < .01 and “Faculty perceived as
sad”, r (118) = -.29, p < .01. These results indicate that as students’ perception of faculty
demonstrating characteristics of tension or sadness increased, students’ perceptions of faculty
teaching effectiveness decreased.
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Student Perceptions of Faculty
N

M

SD

1.

1. Faculty Teaching Effectiveness

119

4.24

.85

---

Faculty perceived as Tense

119

2.61

1.49

-.34**

Faculty perceived as Sad

119

1.72

1.09

-.29**

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Research Question 5: Are different class sizes related to students’ perceptions of faculty
teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress characteristics in the
classroom?
Research Hypothesis 5: Different class sizes are related to students’ perceptions of
faculty effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty stress
characteristics.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
the relationships between students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness, students’
perceptions of how faculty displayed characteristics of stress, and class size. Based on the
crosstabulations and monotonic relationship analysis, class size only had a monotonic
relationship with faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty perceived as angry, sad, or forgetful
meeting the assumption required to conduct a correlational analysis. Table 25 provides the
descriptive statistics and correlations for class size, faculty teaching effectiveness, and only the
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students’ perceptions of different levels of faculty stress characteristics that demonstrated a
monotonic relationship. Responses were scored on a four-point scale with score ranges between
a 1 and 4 for teaching effectiveness and how faculty displayed stress characteristics. The table
indicates the mean (M) of these scores and standard deviation (SD) for each scale and faculty
characteristic. It was found that “Class size” demonstrated a statistically significant positive
correlation with “Faculty perceived as sad”, r (118) = .20, p < .05. These results indicate that it is
more likely that students perceive faculty who display characteristics of sadness as class size
increases. The coding for class size was so that a class size less than 20 received a score of 1, a
score of 2 was used for class size of 20-40, a score of 3 was used for class size of 41-60, a score
of 4 was used for class size of 61-80, a score of 5 was used for class size of 81-100, and a score
of 6 was used for a class size of 81-100, which means that a positive correlation indicates that
larger class sizes are more likely to experience the relationships indicated. The mode for class
size range is a 2, which means a class size with 20-40 students.
Table 25
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Class Size and Student Perceptions of Faculty
N

M

SD

Mode

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

1. Class Size

119

---

---

2

---

---

---

---

---

2. Faculty Teaching Effectiveness

119

4.25

.85

5

-.00

---

---

---

---

3. Faculty perceived as Angry

119

1.64

1.08

1

.12

°

---

---

---

4. Faculty perceived as Sad

119

1.72

1.09

1

.20*

-.29**

.49** ---

---

5. Faculty perceived as Forgetful

119

2.28

1.47

1

-.02

°

°

°

°

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
° Indicates a monotonic relationship did not exist to warrant correlational outcome

Research Question 6: Are different college student classifications related to students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and students’ perceptions of different faculty stress
characteristics in the classroom?
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Research Hypothesis 6: Different college student classifications are related to students’
perceptions of faculty effectiveness and students’ perceptions of the different levels of faculty
stress characteristics.
The Spearman’s rank order correlation with a two-tailed test was conducted to examine
the relationships between students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness, students’
perceptions of how faculty displayed characteristics of stress, and student classification. Based
on the crosstabulations and monotonic relationship analysis, student classification only had a
monotonic relationship with faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty perceived as sad meeting
the assumption required to conduct a correlational analysis. Table 26 provides the descriptive
statistics and correlations for student classification, faculty teaching effectiveness, and only the
students’ perceptions of different levels of faculty stress characteristics that demonstrated a
monotonic relationship. Responses were scored on a four-point scale with score ranges between
a 1 and 4 for teaching effectiveness and how faculty displayed stress characteristics. The table
indicates the mean (M) of these scores and standard deviation (SD) for each scale and faculty
characteristic. It was found that “Student classification” demonstrated a statistically significant
positive correlation with “Faculty perceived as sad”, r (118) = .18, p < .05. These results indicate
that students’ perceptions of faculty displaying characteristics of sadness increased as the
classification level increased. The coding for student status was so that an undergraduate
freshmen received a score of 1, a score of 2 was used for an undergraduate sophomore, a score of
3 was used for an undergraduate junior, a score of 4 was used for an undergraduate senior, a
score of 5 was used for a master’s graduate student, and a score of 6 was used for a doctoral
graduate student, which means that a positive correlation indicates a higher student classification
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is more likely to report the relationships indicated. The mode for student classification is a 5,
which means master’s graduate students.
Table 26
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Student Classification and Student Perceptions of
Faculty
N

M

SD

Mode

1.

2.

3.

1. Student Classification

119

---

---

5

---

---

---

2. Faculty Teaching Effectiveness

119

4.25

.85

5

.05

---

---

3. Faculty perceived as Sad

119

1.72

1.09

1

.18*

-.29**

---

Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Figure 5 provides a graphic representation of the relationship between teaching
effectiveness, class size, student classification, and faculty perceived as sad and tense.

Figure 5. Correlations Between Teaching Effectiveness, Class Size, Student Classification,
and Student Perceptions of Faculty
Note: **Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Health and Wellness Programming
Research Question 7: What strategies and delivery methods of health and wellness
strategies do faculty prefer?
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Faculty participants were asked to rank their preferences in health and wellness program
characteristics. Figure 6 demonstrates nine characteristics with the average rank reported for
each characteristic. The ranks ranged from a 1 being the highest priority level to a 9 being the
lowest priority. Increasing overall health was the highest priority with an average rank of 4.22
followed by lowering stress at an average rank of 4.33 and living more in the present at an
average rank of 4.46. The lowest preference was to decrease physical pain at 6.79 average rank.
8
6.79

Average Rank

7
5.57

6
5

4.6

4.33

5.35

5.33
4.22

4.71
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4
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Figure 6. Faculty Preference on Characteristics of Health and Wellness Programs
Faculty were asked to consider ways that programs could be implemented in the
workplace with a score of 1 indicating participants would “Definitely participate”, a 2 indicated
participants “Would possibly participate”, and a 3 indicated participants “Would not participate”.
Figure 7 shows that most forms of program implementation had average scores of “would
possibly participate”.
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Figure 7. Faculty Preference on Implementation of Health and Wellness Programs
However, these numbers do not clearly define the difference between participating or not
participating. Table 27 further breaks down the number count and percent preference for each
form of program implementation. The number count for each preference category indicates more
faculty would “definitely participate” in programs provided at the departmental meetings, 22.7%
(n=10), or at biannual college/school retreats or meetings, 22.7% (n=10). Programs implemented
at the institutional level had the highest number of faculty, 61.4% (n=27), who “would possibly
participate” followed by programs implemented as computer or phone applications, 54.6%
(n=24), and at biannual college/school retreats or meetings, 52.3% (n=23). Based on faculty
numbers alone, programs provided via live online systems, 38.6 % (n=17), or as videos, 38.6 %
(n=17), were least preferred and faculty “would not participate” in these forms of
implementations. Over 36% of faculty also indicated they “would not participate” if the program
was provided at a departmental meeting.
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Table 27
Degree of Faculty Participation in Program Implementation
Definitely
Participate

Would Possibly
Participate

Would Not
Participate

Forms of Program Implementation

N

%

N

%

N

%

At departmental meetings

10

22.7

18

40.9

16

36.4

At College/school annual or biannual
retreats/meetings

10

22.7

23

52.3

11

25

At the institutional level (i.e. health and wellness
programs)

5

11.3

27

61.4

12

27.3

Provided via a live online system

7

15.9

20

45.5

17

38.6

Provided as videos

8

18.2

19

43.2

17

38.6

Provided as an application

6

13.6

24

54.6

14

31.8

N=44

Summary
The purpose of the study was to understand three interrelated parts: the relationship
between work disengagement and faculty stress, how student’s perceive faculty stress in the
classroom, and faculty preferences for health and wellness programs. The chapter provided an
overview of how the data was collected and screened from two online questionnaires that
included 45 faculty members and 119 students from a U.S. public, four-year research university.
As such, the chapter provided descriptive data on faculty work disengagement, stress factors, and
stress outcomes and how they related to each other as well as to faculty characteristics. The
chapter also showed faculty preferences of characteristics for health and wellness programming
to include how programs could be implemented to mitigate stress. Descriptive data demonstrated
students’ perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness and perceptions of how faculty displayed
stress characteristics alongside class size and student classifications. The descriptive data
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provided a profile of the participants and guided the statistical analysis completed. Based on the
data and the assumption tests of statistical analysis for Spearman’s rank order and point-biserial
correlations, not all variables met the requirement to conduct correlational analysis.
Spearman’s rank order correlation was conducted to analyze faculty and student
variables. Point-biserial correlation was conducted with some faculty variables. The results of the
study for faculty variables indicated statistically significant strong positive correlations between
work disengagement and faculty burnout, stress, cognitive stress, somatic stress, and general
health and a statistically significant positive correlation with sleep concerns. Only age and tenure
status reflected monotonic relationships with the variables of work disengagement and stress
factors and outcome required for Spearman’s rho correlation. The results of the Spearman’s rho
correlation for faculty variables indicated age demonstrated a statistically significant strong
negative correlation with work disengagement, burnout, and cognitive stress. Tenure status
demonstrated a statistically significant strong positive correlation with work disengagement,
burnout, stress, cognitive stress, somatic stress, and depressive symptoms. Tenure status also
demonstrated a statistically significant positive correlation with general health. The results of the
point-biserial correlation indicated that gender had a statistically significant positive correlation
with cognitive stress. The results of the Spearman’s rho correlation for student variables
indicated a statistically significant strong negative correlation between faculty teaching
effectiveness and faculty perceived as tense and sad. Both class size and student classification
demonstrated a statistically significant positive correlation with faculty perceived as sad.
The results of the data provide a snapshot of faculty and students from a U.S. public,
four-year research university on levels of faculty stress and work disengagement as well as
faculty preferences for health and wellness programs. Additionally, the study reflected how
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students perceive faculty stress in the classroom and the relationship it has with students’
perceptions of faculty teaching effectiveness. The next chapter provides the overall conclusions
and implications of the study that include the limitations and recommendations for practice and
future research.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations
It is imperative that higher education leaders analyze the factors and outcomes that
contribute to faculty stress and burnout as they relate to work engagement especially in the
classroom. The study is guided by changes in higher education, which indicate that faculty stress
has become normalized impacting academic life (Austin & Pilat, 1990; Darabi et al., 2017a). The
chapter will provide the overall results of the study by summarizing the study, restating the
problem, outlining the procedures used, and providing descriptive and inferential statistics of the
study. The chapter will provide the conclusions drawn from the results, implications of the study,
and recommendations for practice and future research.
Summary of Study
The purpose of the study was to examine three interrelated parts that impact faculty stress
in higher education. The first analyzed the relationship between work disengagement and faculty
stress factors and outcomes. The stress factors included general stress and burnout while the
outcomes included general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and
sleep concerns. The first part of the study also considered the relationship between work
disengagement, stress factors, and stress outcomes and the faculty characteristics of age, gender,
tenure status, work position of being full-time or part-time, number of hours worked per week,
number of classes taught, and the time of day faculty taught. The second part took the study a
step further by examining how students perceived faculty stress by analyzing the relationship
between students’ perceptions of how faculty displayed characteristics of stress and teaching
effectiveness. The class size and student classification were considered in relation to these first
factors. The third part of the study considered faculty preferences for health and wellness
programs to address stress and how they could be implemented in the workplace. The study
examined questionnaires from 45 faculty participants and 119 student participants from a U.S.
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public, four-year research university. The results provided faculty preferences for health and
wellness programs and demonstrated correlational relationships between faculty variables and
student variables adding to the body of knowledge on faculty stress. Prior to outlining the results,
the problem statement will be reiterated.
Statement of the Problem
Since the mid-1980s, research in higher education continues to demonstrate constant
concerns with faculty stress despite the evidence that it impacts work tasks (Colacion-Quiros &
Gemora, 2016; Gillespie et al., 2001). Faculty tend to work between 50 to 70 hours per week
perpetuating inefficacy with struggles to meet all the workload demands to include providing
adequate time to students (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Darabi et al., 2017b; Gillespie et
al., 2001). Additionally, faculty stress affects mental and physical health well-being as it can
promote psychological effects and contribute to burnout, which is a stress perpetuated by a longterm response to work demands (Darabi et al., 2017b; Jacobs & Jacobs, 2001; Lackritz, 2014;
Padilla & Thompson, 2015).
Burnout is not only costly by accounting for over $190 billion in health care costs but is a
concern that affects faculty (Lynch, 2015). Although many higher education institutions provide
health and wellness programs, it is unclear if faculty use the resources provided and if faculty
have a preference on how stress could be mitigated at work. Much less is understood if faculty
stress impacts work engagement especially in the classroom. As faculty stress appears to remain
constant throughout the timeframe it has been studied, it is important to consider students’
perceptions on this phenomenon to obtain the attention of higher education leaders. Evidence
demonstrates that teacher stress in the K-12 education system has the potential to affect student
learning (Oberle & Schonert-Reichl, 2016). However, similar research related to higher
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education students is currently not available. The study attempted to understand the relationship
between faculty stress and students by considering student perceptions of faculty in the
classroom as it relates to stress and teaching effectiveness.
Statement of the Procedures
The single institution study used a cross-sectional survey and collected data via
anonymous online questionnaires provided to faculty and students at a U.S. public, four-year
research university. Using purposive sampling, the study was guided by the Job DemandsResource (JDR) model and mindfulness-based principles for faculty outcomes and the campus
ecology theory for student outcomes. Descriptive statistics were conducted to obtain a profile of
the participants and was used to initially analyze the data of all faculty and student variables.
Based on the assumptions’ testing of the data for Spearman’s rank order correlation and pointbiserial statistics, correlational analysis was used to examine the relationship between faculty
variables of work disengagement, stress factors, stress outcomes, and faculty demographic
characteristics. Descriptive statistics were used to examine faculty preferences of characteristics
and implementation of health and wellness programs. Similarly, the Spearman’s rank order
correlation was used to examine the student variables. The first correlation analyzed the
relationship between faculty teaching effectiveness and how faculty displayed stress
characteristics. The second and third correlations included these two variables and how they
related to class size and student classification.
Conclusions
The conclusions for faculty stress and students’ perceptions of faculty displaying stress
characteristics and teaching effectiveness are based on the research questions and hypotheses that
can be viewed in chapters 1, 3, and 4. I will begin with faculty stress.
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Faculty Stress
Work Disengagement. The results revealed statistically significant strong positive
correlations between work disengagement and burnout, stress, cognitive stress, somatic stress,
depressive symptoms, and general health. A statistically significant correlation was also noted
between work disengagement and sleep concerns, but to a lesser effect than the other variables.
These results indicate that as the levels of stress factors and outcomes increase, faculty are more
likely to disengage at work. For example, if a faculty member demonstrates cognitive stress such
as having trouble concentrating, thinking clearly, making decisions, or being forgetful, the
faculty member faces the risk of disengaging at work. If a faculty member demonstrates somatic
stress such as having many headaches and experiences frequent muscle tension, the faculty
member faces the risk of disengaging at work. If a faculty member demonstrates depressive
symptoms such as feeling sad, lacking self-confidence, or lacking interest in everyday items, the
faculty member faces the risk of disengaging at work.
Stress Factors and Outcomes. For the first question, the hypothesis did not ask for the
relationship between stress variables, but a correlation was conducted between the stress factors
and outcomes because it is relevant to understand faculty stress. General stress and general
burnout demonstrated statistically significant strong positive correlations with each other as well
as with the stress outcomes of general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, and depressive
symptoms. The results indicate that as faculty general stress increases, faculty are more likely to
have levels of general burnout increase. As these two stress factors increase, faculty are also
more likely to have an increase in levels of cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive
symptoms, and poor sleep quality. Likewise, as faculty experience higher levels of cognitive
stress, faculty are more likely to experience higher levels of somatic stress, depressive
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symptoms, sleep problems, and poor health. Furthermore, as faculty experience higher levels of
somatic stress, faculty are more likely to also experience higher levels of depressive symptoms,
poor sleep quality, and poor health. Finally, faculty are more likely to experience poor quality of
sleep and poor health when they display higher levels of depressive symptoms.
Age. The results revealed statistically significant strong negative correlations between
age and work disengagement, burnout, and cognitive stress. The results indicate that younger
faculty are more likely to demonstrate work disengagement and experience higher levels of
burnout. The results also indicate that younger faculty are more likely to experience cognitive
stress symptoms that include problems concentrating, thinking clearly, making decision, and
having memory problems.
Tenure Status. Tenure status demonstrated statistically significant strong positive
correlations with work disengagement, burnout, stress, cognitive stress, somatic stress,
depressive symptoms and to a lesser degree poorer health. The results indicate that non-tenuretrack faculty, followed by tenure track faculty and then tenured faculty, are more likely to
demonstrate work disengagement and experience higher levels of stress and burnout. Nontenured faculty are also more likely to experience cognitive stress, somatic stress, and depressive
symptoms and to a lesser degree poorer health.
Gender. The results indicate that female faculty compared to male faculty are more likely
to experience symptoms of cognitive stress that include problems concentrating, thinking clearly,
making decision, and having memory problems.
Faculty well-being is especially essential in higher education since faculty serve
important roles that directly influence student outcomes through the faculty-student relationship
and the influence faculty have in the classroom environment.
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Students’ Perceptions of Faculty
Faculty Teaching Effectiveness. The results indicate that students who perceive faculty as
sad or tense are more likely to perceive faculty as being less effective at teaching.
Class Size. The results indicate that as the class size increases, students are more likely to
recognize faculty who display characteristics of sadness.
Student Classification. The results indicate that as students’ move up in their
classification level, students are more likely to recognize faculty who display characteristics of
sadness.
Health and Wellness Programming
Characteristics. Health and wellness questions were used to gather preliminary faculty
preferences that could guide the types of health and wellness program characteristics that should
considered in the workplace. Based on faculty responses, the average of the ranks reported for
health and wellness characteristics demonstrated a preference by faculty in the following order:
(1) increasing overall health, (2) lowering stress, (3) living more in the present, (4) learning to
relax, (5) increasing focus, (6) boosting working memory, (7) increasing attention, (8) increasing
awareness, and (9) decreasing physical pain.
Implementation. Health and wellness questions were used to gather preliminary faculty
preferences that could guide the way health and wellness programs could be implemented at
work. The average scores for the way health and wellness programs could be implemented
demonstrated a faculty preference in the following order: (1) implemented at a college/school
annual meeting, (2) implemented at a departmental meeting, (3) implemented at the institutional
level, (4) provided as an application, (5) provided as videos, and (6) implemented via a live
online system.
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The implications of the study will be outlined followed by the limitations and
recommendations for future research and practice.
Implications
Based on the literature review and the results of the study, faculty in higher education
continue to experience stress in various ways that impact not only their physical and mental
health but also work outcomes. Prior to discussing the implications, it is important to understand
how the current study differed from previous studies as faculty stress has been studied globally
for the past 30 years:
1. The study fills a gap as previous studies did not clearly outline the relationship
between work disengagement and faculty stress and much less with stress outcomes
of general health, cognitive stress, somatic stress, depressive symptoms, and sleep
concerns.
2. The study expands current research on work disengagement, stress factors, and stress
outcome by examining it them with faculty characteristics of age, gender, tenure
status, work position, number of hours worked per week, number of classes taught,
and time of day faculty taught.
3. Previous research addressed stress and burnout separately and did not examine them
together as an extension of each other. Burnout is a type of stress that is related to
work outcomes and can explain outcomes of exhaustion, cynicism, or inefficiency
(Padilla & Thompson, 2015). Stress examined alone in previous research explained
how it is multifaceted and has a linear relationship with work performance, but could
not explain to what extent or at what point the stress level became burnout and much
less to what extent general stress and burnout were related (Eagan & Garvey, 2015).
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4. The study fills a gap by initially understanding faculty preferences for health and
wellness programs that may mitigate stress in the workplace providing higher
education leaders a description of these preferences.
5. There are no previous studies that examine how higher education faculty stress may
impact student outcomes. The study fills a gap by considering student perceptions of
faculty stress in the classroom as a first step to understand if a relationship exists.
Faculty Stress
Work Disengagement. The study implies that many factors can influence why faculty
disengage at work, which is not only influenced by levels of burnout as previous research
suggests (Demerouti et al., 2010). Like previous research, work disengagement is positively
related to physical and psychological poor health; however, the study expands on the types of
health concerns faculty and higher education leaders should be aware of when considering who
is at risk for work disengagement (Demerouti et al., 2010; Barkhuizen et al., 2014). Work
disengagement is not only due to burnout, but is related to stress, cognitive stress, somatic stress,
depressive symptoms, sleep problems, and poor general health. Faculty disengaging at work is a
risk even if burnout levels are not present, which suggests faculty have too many responsibilities
that any level of stress can influence disengagement. As previous studies suggest, faculty work
long hours to meet the high demand of heavy workloads that influence work performance;
however, faculty are left feeling as though they do not have enough time to meet all the work
demands (Ablandedo-Rosas et al., 2011; Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Darabi et al., 2017a;
Gillespie et al., 2001; Mudrak et al., 2018; Padilla & Thompson, 2015). The implication for
higher education is that these faculty members may require additional support and resources to

114

manage stress in the workplace. Higher education leaders should recognize that addressing stress
in the workplace may mitigate other concerns that can impact work and overall well-being.
Stress Factors and Outcomes. The relationships between the stress factors and outcomes
support Eagan and Garvey’s (2015) results that indicate faculty stress is multifaceted, which
means faculty stress can be influenced by various variables and can directly affect work
performance. For example, stress levels may affect teaching while influencing outcomes of
somatic symptoms of fatigue and headaches (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016). As previous
studies suggest, faculty stress is related to physical health concerns of high blood pressure,
fatigue, headaches, and poor quality of sleep as well as mental health concerns such as being
irritable, frustrated, anxious, depressed, angry, displaying low tolerance or interest, and being
overwhelmed (Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016; Darabi et al., 2017b). The results add to the
body of knowledge by indicating any stress factor or outcome has the potential to place faculty at
risk for experiencing any other of the stress factors or outcomes. Considering that faculty have
many responsibilities such as teaching, service, and for many research or scholarly work on top
of personal life stressors, it makes sense that burnout, stress, as well as poor general health,
cognitive stressors, somatic stressors, depressive symptoms, and sleep problems would be related
to each other. Based on previous studies, faculty perceive problems with their physical and
mental health due to stressors related to task overload, job insecurity, lack of funding, resources,
and support (Gillespie et al., 2001). Most studies analyzed the faculty stress outcomes as they
relate to only stress or only burnout. It is difficult to determine at what point burnout becomes a
concern in the workplace as it can be cyclical versus a gradual event, which means a person may
experience outcomes of burnout without consistently feeling the consequences (Lackritz, 2004).
However, the results of the current study implies that stress and burnout should be analyzed
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together because a faculty member may not demonstrate signs of burnout, but if stress or any of
the other stress outcomes are present, then faculty are more likely to experience burnout at some
point. This aspect is important because burnout is costly in terms of health and teaching
(Lackritz, 2004; Lynch, 2015). The results indicate that stress and burnout should be considered
together when addressing faculty stress implying that programs that manage stress should
consider all levels and types of stress when supporting faculty. Understanding these various
relationships is crucial as higher education leaders seek ways to improve the quality of faculty
work by supporting faculty needs that are impacted by stress.
Age. The results indicate that younger faculty are more likely to demonstrate work
disengagement and experience higher levels of burnout, which is consistent with the conclusions
of Lackritz (2004) who showed that younger faculty are more likely to experience burnout.
Younger faculty are also more likely to experience cognitive stress symptoms that include
problems concentrating, thinking clearly, making decision, and having memory problems. These
results relate to Gillespie et al.’s (2001) results that stress reduces focus and concentration, which
in turn impacts work performance. The results also imply that young faculty may not use
engaging coping mechanisms compared to older faculty because some studies suggest that older
faculty use less mental disengagement and substance use compared to younger faculty (Reevy &
Deason, 2014). Engaging coping mechanisms are used to face and manage stressors and are
associated with better physical and mental health outcomes compared to disengaging coping
mechanisms that are used to avoid stressors and are associated with less positive life outcomes.
Tenure Status. Previous research reflected inconsistencies on which tenure status tended
to experience more stress levels. However, the results of the current study are consistent with
Gmelch et al. (1986) that indicated that untenured track faculty, which consists of tenure track
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and non-tenured faculty, perceived higher levels of stress compared to tenured faculty. The
results of the current study imply that non-tenure-track faculty may experience other stressors
that are related specifically to this population in terms of age, minority status, job security, and
coping mechanisms.
First, as indicated before, younger faculty are more likely to experience stress compared
to other tenure statuses. The non-tenure and tenure track faculty of the study fell between the
ages of 20-39, which are the younger age groups. Gonzalez and Griffin (2020) also indicated that
the majority of non-tenured faculty tend to be female faculty. The results of this study indicate
that over 34% of non-tenured faculty reported being female.
Next, previous studies suggest that most non-tenured faculty are more likely minority
faculty such as Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, or American Indian (Reevy & Deason,
2014). The current study indicates that 24.9% of faculty who reported being non-tenured faculty
indicated they were of Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, or another Hispanic, Latino, or
Spanish origin.
Furthermore, non-tenured faculty experience job insecurity because appointments are
dependent upon the budget and/or enrollment of students, which are aspects that can affect
faculty stress (Reevy & Deason, 2014). The concern became more apparent as the university
closed due to the pandemic of COVID-19. Job security became more of a concern especially for
non-tenured faculty as campuses reported concerns related to the economic downturn of the
country (The Executive Committee of Tenure for the Common Good [ECTCG], 2020). The
insecurity of the contingent positions added another layer of faculty stress that could not be
ignored as the results were being analyzed. Conversely, unlike non-tenured faculty and tenure
track faculty, tenured faculty have indefinite appointments with administrative and legal rights
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that provide job security even though they can be terminated due to extraordinary circumstances
such as extraneous financial concerns or the termination of programs (Browne, n.d.; Flaherty,
2018).
Finally, tenured faculty have more experience coping with the stressors related to
academic work unlike non-tenured faculty are more likely to use disengagement coping
mechanisms such as giving up, being in denial, or use substances (Browne, n.d.; Flaherty, 2018).
The concern is that substance use can predict depression and anxiety that can also influence
levels of faculty stress (Reevy & Deason, 2014).
Gender. The results indicate that female faculty are more likely to experience symptoms
of cognitive stress that include problems concentrating, thinking clearly, making decision, and
having memory problems. The results are consistent with Gmelch et al. (1986) who indicated
that female faculty tend to experience more levels of stress than male faculty. Although the
results do not reflect a direct relationship between gender and general stress and burnout, recall
that stress and burnout are statistically significantly correlated with cognitive stress. The study
did not show that female participants are likely to experience more stress than male participants,
but the results indicate that female faculty are more likely at risk to experience stress compared
to male faculty based on the relationship stress has with cognitive stress and overall well-being.
The results imply that female faculty have greater sources of strain outside of work such as
family commitments compared to male faculty. Studies suggest that female faculty who are
married continue to complete most of the housework and additional home life changes occur
when parenthood is an aspect to consider because women tend to take on most of the childcaring
responsibilities (Bianchi et al., 2012). Therefore, female faculty tend to have higher levels of
strain if they are not able to manage both work and family commitments, which is a concern
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because work-family conflicts are a significant predictor of stress (Mudrak et al., 2018; Sumathi
& Velmurugan, 2020).
Students’ Perceptions of Faculty
Faculty Teaching Effectiveness. Ahmed et al. (2018) indicated that students tend to be
more critical of the learning environment as they progress through their program. Most student
participants were graduate students, so it makes sense that they would find faculty who were
perceived as sad or tense as being less effective at teaching. Sadness is considered a basic
emotion but presents itself differently depending on the person (Lauwerijssen, 2008). However,
it is an emotion recognized by most cultures and societies. Sadness can influence a person into
withdrawing from others, focusing more on themselves, and it can impact cognition that
influences judgements. As most people have experienced some level of sadness, it appears to be
an emotion easily recognized and based on its effects, one can conclude that faculty who appear
sad will be perceived as less effective in teaching. Likewise, faculty who appear tense reflect a
form of general stress that is related to burnout and other stress outcomes. As indicated before,
stress can affect teaching (Gillespie et al., 2001; Lackritz, 2004; Padilla & Thompson, 2015).
The results are important for faculty to consider and reflect how they portray stress in the
classroom as it can influence how students perceive teaching effectiveness that is often reflected
in the end of semester evaluations. The results imply that more research is required to understand
faculty stress in the classroom and what the implications are for student outcomes.
Class Size. The results align with results by Bettinger and Long (2017) that indicated
large class sizes influence the behavior of both the student and faculty member. The results may
imply that larger class sizes affect faculty who can become stressed especially if students appear
disengaged (Toppin & Pullens, 2015). Additionally, students and faculty interacted in the
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classroom right before the university closed due to the pandemic of COVID-19. The data
collection occurred during the closure and pandemic. It is difficult to know if faculty were sad
about the effects the pandemic had in other parts of the world or if they began to experience
concerns related to how the virus would affect them. Likewise, it is difficult to discern if students
reflected on perceptions of the faculty member while in the classroom or if they reported on their
perceptions based on the interaction that occurred while completing the course online. Although
the study does not demonstrate cause and effect results, the findings may suggest that students
and faculty would benefit from smaller class sizes to support faculty stress while promoting
student outcomes (Bettinger & Long, 2017).
Student Classification. As indicated earlier, most student participants were graduate
students with the results aligning with the research that indicates students tend to be more critical
of the learning environment as they progress through their program (Ahmed et al., 2018). The
results also suggest that the characteristic of sadness may be more readily recognized by students
who have been in college for a while compared to students who have just begun their college
education; however, it is an emotion recognized by most cultures and societies (Lauwerijssen,
2008). Again, the results are important as faculty reflect on how they display stress in the
classroom, especially faculty who teach graduate students.
Health and Wellness Programming
Characteristics. According to the qualitative study by Gillespie et al. (2001), faculty are
aware of how work stress impacts their overall health. Based on the order of faculty preferences
and how all the stress factors and stress outcomes are related, it makes sense that the first
preference by faculty would be to increase overall health followed by lowering stress. As higher
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education leaders consider programming, these findings should influence the types of programs
that are specifically developed for faculty.
Implementation. The results of faculty preferences in how health and wellness programs
could be implemented requires more research. Based on faculty responses, the preferences were
ranked, and the first two preferences are as follows: (1) implemented at a college/school annual
meeting, (2) implemented at a departmental meeting. These preferences may suggest that
programs being implemented physically at the institution in a manner where faculty would need
to attend would be familiar, but lack of evidence makes this aspect unclear. The last three options
were: (4) provided as an application, (5) provided as videos, and (6) implemented via a live
online system. These options require new ways of interacting and participating in health and
wellness programs and may either seem unfamiliar or too much work. It is unclear as these forms
of program implementations have not been provided before and much less studied. These results
imply that higher education leaders need to recognize that health and wellness programs need to
be developed based on evidence and faculty preferences.
By understanding the contributions of the study, the limitations can be understood prior
to providing recommendations for future research and practice.
Limitations
The study presents with a few limitations to include the number of faculty participants
that affected the statistical analysis used for faculty variables, and the methodology used to
understand faculty preferences for health and wellness programs. The study was also limited by
the way it was advertised as only online advertisement could be used due to the pandemic of the
coronavirus, COVID-19, that impacted the study in more ways than advertising the study.
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When data collection for the study began on March 30, 2020, universities across the U.S.
had closed their doors and courses that began in a physical classroom were transitioned online
because social distancing was mandated in many U.S. states due to the outbreak of COVID-19
(Research University of Washington, 2020). The change affected the continuity of research,
which is a core function of many universities. As indicated, the economic downturn of the
country began to impact the security of faculty positions in higher education (ECTCG, 2020).
Job insecurity is a major concern for higher education as it can impact student learning if less
faculty are available to teach the courses required for students to graduate. As the study was
being conducted, it was unclear if faculty were aware of these higher education issues.
Additionally, a major concern with contingent faculty is that the majority are “women and
racially minoritized persons” (Gonzalez & Griffin, 2020, p. 3). COVID-19 added unexpected
layers of stress such as faculty being required to teach online even if they had little experience
doing so causing struggles and leaving faculty feeling anxious to meet the demands of the
classroom (Gonzalez & Griffin, 2020). Furthermore, women tend to assume the majority of
childcare and family responsibilities, which was enhanced during this period as over 32 million
public schools closed across the nation. Many employees were sent home to work with children
present who simultaneously were completing schoolwork that required major adjustments to
home life (Booth, 2020). The study did not account for all these factors, so it is difficult to report
how different the outcomes would have been had the stressors of COVID-19 not been present
during data collection. It is unclear what aspects of stress or work-life changes were influenced
by the pandemic because the study was not designed to consider the faculty-student relationship
outside the classroom and much less during a pandemic. For example, non-tenured track faculty
reflected stronger relationships with stress factors and outcomes, and it could be related to the
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additional stressors inflicted by COVID-19 or related to the characteristics of being a nontenured faculty member as indicated in the literature. For example, stress could have been related
to the insecurity of having employment in the future or the lack of knowledge on how to
implement online courses. Another aspect to consider while reflecting on the faculty
questionnaire, only faculty who began teaching in a classroom were invited, but the
questionnaire asks faculty to consider the past four weeks when they answered the questions
about stress factors and outcomes. Faculty who completed the questionnaire towards the end of
the data collection period were only considering the time period that included them teaching
online and during the pandemic. With these factors in mind, the number of faculty participants
was also a great limitation.
The number of faculty members was adequate to complete correlational analysis;
however, more faculty participants were required to conduct other forms of analysis that could
have added to the body of knowledge. For example, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) could
have been used to answer the question “How are the relationships different between groups?” An
ANOVA would have allowed for the evaluation of the differences between groups such as the
differences between faculty age, gender, and tenure status (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). With an
increase number in participant, other characteristics could have been analyzed such as race and
ethnicity. Knowing the differences between groups would allow higher education leaders to
consider a starting point in implementing programs that mitigate stress. Higher education
resources are limited even though all faculty should be supported in terms of stress (Gallup &
Syare, 2016). However, knowing which faculty members are most impacted could begin pilot
programs that influence future practice. Unfortunately, the number of faculty participants was
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not enough to meet the statistical assumptions needed to run ANOVA. Another limitation was
the way data was gathered on faculty preferences for health and wellness programs.
Although the results provide an initial analysis at faculty preferences in terms of
characteristics of programs, the data regarding implementing programs lacked clear differences
between the results reported by faculty. An expanded Likert scale may have provided more
differences in preferences. The current questionnaire asked for three different ratings of
“definitely participate”, “would possibly participate”, or “would not participate” and a rating
scale of at least five choices could have enhanced the results. Another option would be
conducting a semi-experimental study that compares the way programs could be implemented.
The current results indicate that most responses were allocated to faculty that “would possibly
participate” in institutional programs. The concern with this finding is that most institutions
already provide this form of program implementation; however, very few faculty members use
the programs that are implemented in this manner as faculty have been reported to lack time and
interest (Wagner et al., 2012). The limitations as well as the results of the study guide the
recommendations.
Recommendations
Recommendations for Practice
The following recommendations are provided considering the results and limitations
outlined.
1. Higher education leaders should include prevention practices that include:
a. Supporting all faculty members of all statuses and positions by developing
programs that mitigate stress in the workplace to include using engaging coping
mechanisms. Stress does not discriminate by specific faculty characteristics, so
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all faculty should be considered equally when faculty well-being is being
considered.
b. Programs that are part of faculty development initiatives. Brown et al. (2016)
found that faculty are open to having wellness workshops as part of their faculty
development and the study’s results support that at least 22% of faculty would
definitely participate in health and wellness programs that are implemented in
meetings at all levels of the institution and between 40% and 61% would
possibly participate in programs implemented in meetings at all levels.
c. Seminars or monthly quick tips that provide educational awareness on how to
manage stress can be useful. The simple awareness of stress-reduction
interventions can improve faculty job satisfaction and lower psychological
strain (Pignata et al., 2014). Higher education leaders may consider providing
stress management education to doctoral students who may become future
faculty and higher education administrators.
d. Adequate resources. By viewing the results through the Job Demands-Resource
model, work demands can be buffered with job resources such as social support,
quality relationships, and performance feedback to promote faculty well-being
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).
1) Support from supervisors and higher education leaders is strongly

associated with faculty well-being that include engaging them at work and
managing stress (Mudrak et al., 2018). Faculty tend to remain satisfied
with work conditions when job resources are available regardless of the
job demands.
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2) The characteristics of a job can influence faculty motivation and faculty

could benefit from division of labor (O’Meara, 2018). Although the
process of making work activities more equitable appears difficult, if the
faculty members and their directors/chairs are willing to change,
departments can have positive outcomes. Based on the research by
O’Meara (2018), the process requires changes to the way choices are made
and various ways can assist. For example, departments can be transparent,
performance can be measured with clear benchmarks for tasks, and faculty
can have the option to rotate the tasks that are time intensive as well as the
preferred roles. For this reason, higher education leaders should promote a
positive work environment and provide leadership education to young
directors or supervisors as leaders in these positions may have been
promoted due to their scientific abilities versus their leadership and
managerial abilities. Considering these aspects can enhance the prevention
practices used.
e. Higher education leaders need to provide additional ways to support non-tenure
and tenure track faculty:
1) Extend the time frame tenure track faculty need to meet tenured status.
2) Provide flexibility to the tenure clock that promotes support especially for

female and minority faculty (Mason, 2009). For example, stop the tenure
clock while a female faculty member is pregnant. Provide daycare for
faculty parents and include additional support systems if faculty are
caregivers to elderly parents or other dependents. Providing care for aging
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parents has been an unspoken concern that tends to fall on daughters with
very few programs to support these family caregivers (O’Donnell, 2016).
Female faculty who have the responsibility of caring for an aging parent or
other dependent with a disability can be at risk and may switch to a less
demanding job, fall behind as time is taken off, or quit to meet the
additional demands. It is important to not only consider the concerns of
faculty parents, but faculty who may be caregivers to other dependents.
3) Broaden and clarify the criteria needed for tenure track faculty to meet the

accomplishments needed to obtain tenure. Additionally, the process should
be transparent and the process democratic to humanize the process
because the argument is that the current process affects female and
minority faculty as it “exacerbates existing inequalities in education”
(Strunk, 2020, para. 14).
4) Increase job security by providing more tenure-track opportunities and

extending non-tenure track contracts. Universities should review their
policies and procedures and, if policies are in place to allow for extended
contracts, higher education leaders should extend non-tenure track
contracts as common practice. The University of Denver provides one
system that supports non-tenured track. The system includes hiring nontenure track faculty for annual contracts up to five years and based on a
positive evaluation, faculty obtain a promotion and a five-year contract
(Flaherty, 2015). Other universities provide 2-3-year contracts that range
from short term contracts of two years or less or three years or less and
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rolling term contracts that automatically extend for another year after a 23-year contract terms end (The University of Texas at Austin, 2018).
Universities need to analyze what works best for their institution but
should at least provide initially a 2-3-year contract and, based on
evaluations at that point, provide a rolling term contract that promotes job
security.
5) Provide mentorship between senior and junior faculty

2. Provide strategies to manage stress once it is present is important. Health and
wellness programs based on evidence and faculty preferences may mitigate faculty
stress by teaching faculty techniques to address aspects they can control, which is
their own perceptions and reactions to stressors versus waiting for universities to
implement practices that recognize and practice cultural competence while promoting
diversity.
a. Provide mindfulness-based programs that are known to promote states of
relaxation that enhance overall well-being (Alberts & Hulsheger, 2015). Health
and wellness departments should pilot and study the various ways programs can
be implemented with a focus on understanding the best way to support faculty.
1) Faculty demonstrate a preference for health and wellness programs that

enhance overall health while lowering stress.
2) Faculty seek to learn how to live more in the present.

b. These programs can also teach faculty how to become more self-aware of their
mood and how it is projected especially in the classroom.
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c. The results demonstrate that more research is required to promote the practice
of mitigating stress in the workplace.
3. Faculty members should reflect on how their stress is being brought into the
classroom as it may impact how students perceive their level of teaching
effectiveness.
a. Mindfulness approaches can assist in this area as indicated before. The results
do not reflect causal effects but indicate a relationship between students
perceiving sadness and tension with less efficacy especially in larger classrooms
and as the student classification increases.
b. Faculty may consider being open with students to promote transparency and
model ways to manage stress.
c. Higher education leaders should assist by providing the stress management
programs discussed before as well as education on communication styles that
can promote transparency in the classroom.
4. Higher education leaders should promote smaller class sizes that can influence faculty
stress as well as student outcomes and perceptions.
Recommendations for Future Research
The following recommendations are provided considering the results, limitations, and
recommendations for practice.
1. The impact of COVID-19 brought to light other factors that can be considered should
the study be repeated. The study sought general relationships between work
disengagement and stress and burnout, physical and mental health, and work-related
factors; however, stressors are multifaceted and can be influenced by several sources
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such as responsibilities outside of work. The next step would be to further examine
work disengagement and faculty stress factors and outcomes in relation to faculty
who have children, are caregivers of aging parents or other dependents, the roles of
women, and minority faculty. The results demonstrated that non-tenured faculty are
more likely to disengage at work and reflect stress factors and outcomes. Gonzalez
and Griffin (2020) indicated that the majority of non-tenured faculty tend to be
women, which is an aspect that requires further research. The COVID-19 pandemic
could have influenced the results; however, the results may indicate concerns with
non-tenured faculty that are unrecognized because non-tenured faculty are not usually
included in faculty stress studies and are often overlooked (Barnes et al., 1998; Eagan
et al., 2015). Additionally, bearing in mind the pandemic, studies should consider
including faculty who teach online courses.
2. A study with a larger faculty sample size would allow for other forms of statistical
analysis to consider the differences between tenure status, age, and gender as well as
race and ethnicity while demonstrating differences in the stress factors and outcomes
that influence faculty the most. It is important to consider these various variables as
the results indicated that younger faculty also happened to fall into the category of
faculty who were non-tenured and tenure track faculty, which demonstrates the need
to further research this population.
3. Semi-experimental studies that consider the different ways health and wellness
programs can be implemented would enhance the understanding of how to mitigate
stress in the workplace. For example, the same program could be provided to faculty
via different methods. One group would have the traditional program where faculty
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are required to attend at a specific time and place on campus while another group
attends at the same time, but via an online source from their office or off site location
while a third group could access the recorded class at the faculty members’
convenience in time and place.
4. Qualitative studies would also add to the richness of the data gathered to further
understand how faculty experience stress in the U.S. as most qualitative studies have
been conducted overseas. Using a qualitative approach would expand on what faculty
want and need to address the stress that impacts their life in terms of work and life
outside work. Faculty are not currently using the resources provided to address stress
in the workplace and it continues to be unclear if it is due to a lack of time, interest,
implementation, or higher education leadership support. Further research in this area
would provide much needed insight because faculty stress has appeared to remain the
same in the past 30 years of research and it cannot continue to be ignored as a normal
faculty characteristic especially if it possibly influences students.
5. All faculty members and all students from one U.S. public, four-year research
university were invited to participate in the study; however, their data was separate.
The anonymity of the study provided no knowledge of the classroom that students
were considering or the faculty member they were analyzing. The lack of insight
means there is no way of knowing if the faculty members who reported higher levels
of stress, burnout, or work disengagement had students who perceived them as
displaying stress characteristics and/or perceived them as being less effective.
Although the first step was to identify if a relationship existed between student
perceptions and faculty stress, a stronger stance to promote faculty support would be

131

to connect the student data with faculty data. Studying faculty with their own students
while considering how class size impacts faculty stress and the types of
communication styles that can influence student perceptions of faculty would greatly
enhance the body of knowledge related to faculty stress. The results would obtain the
attention of higher education leaders displaying the severity of how stress affects not
only faculty work tasks, but their overall well-being physically and psychologically.
Summary
The purpose of the study was to analyze faculty stress through various factors using the
Job Demands-Resource model, mindfulness-based principles, and the campus ecology model to
promote mitigating stress in the higher education. Researchers have demonstrated that faculty are
stressed and have become so accustomed to stress as a normal work characteristic that stress is
often overlooked by higher education leaders (Austin & Pilat, 1990; Barnes et al., 1998; Darabi
et al., 2017a). The study considered three interrelated parts. The first part examined how work
engagement is related to stress factors of general stress and burnout and stress outcomes of poor
health, cognitive stress concerns, somatic stress concerns, depressive symptoms, and sleep
concerns. The study took a step further by analyzing the relationship of these variables against
faculty characteristics of age, gender, tenure status, work position of being full-time versus parttime, number of hours worked per week, number of classes taught, and time of day faculty
taught. Previous research lacked clarity on how faculty stress factors and outcomes are related to
work disengagement especially in the classroom, so the study considered other variables such as
students’ perceptions of faculty stress. The second part of the study recognized that to have
higher education leaders take a closer look or another look at faculty stress, faculty stress needed
to be viewed from a students’ perspective as student success is the mission of higher education.
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The faculty-student relationship plays a strong role in student success and the study took the first
step to question how faculty stress is perceived by students and if that perception was related to
students’ perception of faculty teaching effectiveness. The relationship between these two
perceptions was also analyzed in relation to class size and student classification. Finally, the third
part of the study asked faculty about their preferences in health and wellness program
characteristics that are based on mindfulness principles and how faculty prefer they are
implemented in the workplace as these aspects had not been studied before. The chapter
provided the overall conclusions, implications, limitations, and recommendations for practice
and future research.
The single institution study used a cross-sectional survey with two anonymous online
questionnaires to collect data from 45 faculty participants and 119 student participants from a
U.S. public, four-year research university. Participants were 18 years old or older and had begun
teaching or completing a course in a physical classroom and not solely online. The results of the
study indicated several strong correlations between faculty variables and student variables as
well as outlining faculty preferences for health and wellness programs that add to the body of
knowledge on faculty stress.
For faculty, the study found statistically significant strong positive correlations between
work disengagement and stress factors of burnout and stress and stress outcomes of poor health,
cognitive stress, somatic stress, and depressive symptoms and to a lesser degree sleep concern.
The results also indicated strong statistically significant relationships between all the stress
factors and outcomes indicating that faculty who experience any of these stressors are more
likely to disengage from work or be at risk of experiencing any of the other stress factors and
outcomes. Work disengagement, stress factors, and stress outcomes had statistically significant
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correlations with age and tenure status. Gender demonstrated a statistically significant positive
correlation with cognitive stress, which indicates that female faculty are more likely to present
with cognitive concerns compared to male faculty members. Age demonstrated a statistically
significant strong negative correlation with work disengagement, burnout, and cognitive stress
that indicates that younger faculty are more likely to experience burnout, have cognitive
concerns, and disengage from work tasks. Finally, tenure status demonstrated a statistically
significant strong positive correlation with work disengagement, burnout, stress, cognitive stress,
somatic stress, and depressive symptoms, and to a lesser degree poor health. The results
indicated that non-tenure-track faculty are more likely to disengage from work and experience
higher levels of stress and burnout and experience physical, cognitive, and mental health
concerns. The results also indicated that younger faculty also were the faculty who indicated
being non-tenured and tenure track faculty demonstrating the need to further research this
population.
For student outcomes, the study found statistically significant strong negative correlation
between faculty teaching effectiveness and faculty perceived as sad or tense indicating that
students are more likely to perceive a faculty member is less effective when the faculty member
is perceived as sad or tense. Class size and student classification demonstrated a statistically
significant correlation with faculty perceived as sad indicating that these variables do not affect
how students perceive faculty teaching effectiveness, but that students are more likely to
perceive sadness as the class size increases or as students move up in classification. With these
results, the study provides important recommendations for practice and future research.
The study fills gaps that enhance the understanding of faculty stress and the various
dimensions that contribute to stress, which can influence work disengagement. It is the first study
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to analyze work disengagement in higher education as it relates to several stress factors and
outcomes, to consider faculty preferences for health and wellness programs that can mitigate
stress, and to include student perceptions of faculty stress as it relates to faculty teaching
effectiveness. The study sets the stage to promote initiatives to prevent and manage stress and to
consider future research that builds on the results. Specifically, research that compares health and
wellness programs with mindfulness-based characteristics, that compares how health and
wellness programs are implemented to increase faculty participation, and that compares faculty
stress with teaching effectiveness and student outcomes. The study had various limitations that
future research can improve on although some were inevitable. For example, the study was
conducted at the same time university was closing due to the COVID-19 outbreak, which likely
affected the results. The study would have been enhanced by increasing the number of faculty
participants and using assessments that clearly indicate faculty preferences on how health and
wellness programs are implemented. Although the limitations exist, the results add to the body of
knowledge on faculty stress. The study provides the certainty that stress is multifaceted and
needs to move beyond being a normalized characteristic of being a faculty member. Faculty
should not have to compromise their physical and mental health or quality of work to do what
they enjoy, which is to teach and for many, produce new knowledge. The study indicates that
faculty who experience one stressor is at risk to disengage from work or experience another
stressor. More needs to be done because faculty stress is worth investigating further, is a concern
that has the potential to impact student outcomes and needs to be addressed on a continuing
basis.
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Appendix A
Table 1
Causes of academic workplace stress and/or burnout
Causes of Stress/burnout*

International Source

U.S. Sources

Heavy Workload: overload,
saturation, high demands

Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Darabi et al., 2017a; Gillespie et al.,
2001; Mudrak et al., 2018

Ablandedo-Rosas et al., 2011;
Padilla & Thompson, 2015*

Long work hours

Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016

Teaching early or late shift

Cladellas & Castello, 2011

Age: Younger faculty*
Age: Faculty over 58

Lackritz, 2004*
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016

Age: Faculty between 30-69 have
more strain
High number of students
Gender: Females experience
more exhaustion and stress
compared to males
Gender: No significant
difference between males and
females
Tenure Status: Tenure track &
Non-tenured faculty

Carr, 2014
Darabi et al., 2017a

Gmelch, Wilke, & Lovrich,
1986; Lackritz, 2004*
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Carr, 2014; Gmelch, Wilke,
& Lovrich, 1986

Tenure Status: Tenured faculty
Lack of time
Job insecurity
Work-family conflicts
Decreased support:
administrative or supervisor
Poor management practices

Lackritz, 2004*

Padilla & Thompson, 2015*
Darabi et al., 2017a; Gillespie et al.,
2001
Gillespie et al., 2001; Mudrak et al.,
2018

Barnes et al., 1998; Padilla &
Thompson, 2015*

Mudrak et al., 2018
Darabi et al., 2017a
Gillespie et al., 2001

Decreases collegiality

Gillespie et al., 2001

Lack of funding

Gillespie et al., 2001

Insufficient recognition,
undervalued

Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Gillespie et al., 2001

Threat/hindrance

Eagan & Garvey, 2015

Student evaluations*
Note: Demographics analyzed in the study are in bold
* indicates a study on burnout

Lackritz, 2004*
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Appendix B
Table 2
Outcomes of academic workplace stress and/or burnout
Outcome: Work Performance
Increase intent to leave
Reduces focus & concentration
reducing work performance
Reduces efficiency
Affects research

International Source

U.S. Sources
Barnes et al., 1998;

Gillespie et al., 2001

Eagan & Garvey, 2015

Affects teaching

Gillespie et al., 2001

Outcome: Mental Health

International Source
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Darabi et al., 2017b
Darabi et al., 2017b
Darabi et al., 2017b

Increased Irritability
Poor mental health
Low positive affect
Feelings of being
overwhelmed
Increased frustration

Gillespie et al., 2001
Gillespie et al., 2001

Gillespie et al., 2001

Increased helplessness
Apprehension

Gillespie et al., 2001
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Gillespie et al., 2001
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Gillespie et al., 2001
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016;
Gillespie et al., 2001
Gillespie et al., 2001
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016

Lowered tolerance
Loss of interest
Outcome: Physical Health
Poor Sleep quality, time
Poor eating habits
High blood pressure
Tired, fatigued
Headaches

Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
International Source
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016
Colacion-Quiros & Gemora, 2016

Increased anxiety
Increased depression
Increased anger, bad temper

Lackritz, 2004*; Padilla
& Thompson, 2015
U.S. Sources

Note: * indicates a study on burnout
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U.S. Sources

Appendix C
Questionnaire on Faculty Stress and Programs to Address It
This questionnaire asks about your experiences with stress and how stress could be managed
in the workplace.
During this semester, are you teaching a course that meets in a
classroom?

⃞ YES

⃞ NO

If yes, please complete the questionnaire.
If no, thank for your time, but this questionnaire is based on experiences in the classroom.
Demographic Information
What is your current age range?
⃞ 20-29
⃞ 30-39
⃞ 40-49

⃞ 50-59
⃞ More than 60

What is your gender identity?
⃞ Woman
⃞ Man
⃞ Non-binary/ third gender

⃞ Prefer to self-describe: ______________
⃞ Prefer not to say

Do you identify as transgender?
⃞ Yes
⃞ No
⃞ Prefer not to say
Please check one or more of the following groups in which you consider yourself to be a
member:
⃞ White
⃞ Black or African American
⃞ American Indian or Native Alaskan
⃞ Asian or Asian American
⃞ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
⃞ Biracial or Multiracial
⃞ Other (please specify):
Please check if you are of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
⃞ No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
⃞ Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano
⃞ Yes, Puerto Rican
⃞ Yes, Cuban
⃞ Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
Which category best describes your
tenure status:

⃞ Tenured
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⃞ Tenure track

⃞ Non-tenuretrack

Which category best describes your faculty position:

⃞ Full-time

How many years have you taught in a college or university?

⃞ Part-time
_____

How many classes are your teaching this semester?
⃞ 0
⃞ 1
⃞ 2

⃞ 3
⃞ 4
⃞ 5 or more

During an academic year, how many hours is your typical work week? These hours include
hours worked at the university and outside the university/another site?
⃞ Less than 40 hours
⃞ 41-50 hours

⃞ 51-60 hours
⃞ 61-70 hours

Do you teach courses before 8am?

⃞ Yes

⃞ No

Do you teach courses after 5pm?

⃞ Yes

⃞ No

Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
Below you will find a series of statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the
scale, please indicate the degree of your agreement by selecting the response that corresponds
with each statement.
Strongly
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
I always find new and interesting aspects in my
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
work.
It happens more and more often that I talk
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
about my work in a negative way.
Lately, I tend to think less at work and do my
job almost mechanically.
I find my work to be a positive challenge.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

Over time, one can become disconnected from
this type of work.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

Sometimes I feel sickened by my work tasks.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

This is the only type of work that I can imagine
⃞
⃞
myself doing.
I feel more and more engaged in my work.
⃞
⃞
Copenhagen Health and Well-being Questionnaire
These questions are about how you have been during the last 4 weeks.
Very
Excellent
Good
good
In general, would you say your health is: ⃞
⃞
⃞
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Fair

Poor

⃞

⃞

All the
time

A large
part of
the time

Part
of the
time

A small
part of
the time

Not
at all

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

Stress
How often have you had problems
relaxing?
How often have you been irritable?

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

How often have you been tense?

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

How often have you been stressed?

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

Burnout
How often have you felt worn out?
How often have you been physically
exhausted?
How often have you been emotionally
exhausted?
How often have you felt tired?

Cognitive Stress
How often have you had problems
concentrating?
How often have you found it difficult to
think clearly?
How often have you had difficulty in
taking decisions?
How often have you had difficulty with
remembering?
Somatic Stress
How often have you had stomachache?
How often have you had a headache?
How often have you had tension in
various muscles?
Depressive symptoms
How often have you felt sad?
How often have you lacked selfconfidence?
How often have you had a bad
conscience or felt guilty?
How often have you lacked interest in
everyday things?
Sleep Troubles
How often have you slept badly and
restlessly?
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How often have you found it hard to go
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
to sleep?
How often have you woken up too early
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
and not been able to get back to sleep?
How often have you woken up several
times and found it difficult to get back
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞
to sleep?
Health & Wellness Programs
If you attended a health and wellness program at your institution, please rank in order the areas
that would be of interest to you from 1 being the highest to 9 being the lowest priority
Lowering stress

Living more in the present

Increasing awareness
Boosting working memory
Learning to relax
Increasing focus
Decreasing physical pain
Increasing attention
Increasing overall health
Other (Please specify):
Consider the following ways that health and wellness programs can be implemented at your
institution, please indicate the degree of likely participation by you that corresponds with each
statement
Definitely Would Possibly Would not
Participate
Participate
Participate
Programs implemented at your departmental
⃞
⃞
⃞
meetings
Programs implemented at your college/school
⃞
⃞
⃞
annual or biannual retreat/meeting
Programs implemented at the institutional level
⃞
⃞
⃞
(i.e. health & wellness program for the
campus)
Programs provided via a live online system
⃞
⃞
⃞
Programs provided as videos

⃞

⃞

⃞

Programs provided as applications (apps)

⃞

⃞

⃞

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Appendix D
Questionnaire of College Students’ Perceptions of Faculty
This questionnaire asks about your experience in ONE class this semester and your
perceptions of the faculty member who teaches the course.
During this semester, are you taking a course that meets in a
classroom?

⃞ YES

⃞ NO

If yes, please complete the questionnaire.
If no, thank for your time, but this questionnaire is based on experiences in the classroom.
Learning environment
Instructions:
Please respond truthfully, so that your answers will describe your actual ways of studying and
work your way through the questionnaire quite quickly. It is important that you respond to
every item, even if that means using the ‘unsure’ category. Your answers will be confidential.
When you complete this questionnaire, think of ONE class you are taking right now and your
perceptions of the faculty member who teaches the course (not the teaching assistant or graduate
assistant). Please check the appropriate box to indicate how strongly you agree with each of the
following statements.
Agree

Somewhat
Somewhat
Unsure
Disagree
agree
disagree

What the faculty member taught seemed
to match what we were supposed to
learn.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member encouraged me to
rethink my understanding of some
aspects of the subject.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

It was clear to me what the faculty
member expected in the assessed work
for this course.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The feedback given on my work by the
faculty member helped me to improve
my ways of learning and studying.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member gave me the
support I needed to help me complete
the work for this course.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member tried to share their
enthusiasm about the subject with us.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞
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The faculty member was patient in
explaining things which seemed difficult
to grasp.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member was effective in
teaching the course.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

In this ONE course, how did you perceive the faculty member who teaches the course (not the
teaching assistant or graduate assistant)?
Somewhat
Somewhat
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
agree
disagree
The faculty member appeared stressed.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared tense.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared anxious.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared annoyed.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared angry.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared sad.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared tired.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

The faculty member appeared often
forgetful.

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

⃞

Demographic Information
The faculty member who taught the course is:

⃞ Male

⃞ Female

How many students are in this class?
⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞

⃞
⃞
⃞
⃞

Less than 20
20-40
41-60
61-80

81-100
101-200
201-300
More than 300

Which category best describes your student classification:
⃞
⃞
⃞

⃞
⃞
⃞

Undergraduate freshman
Undergraduate sophomore
Undergraduate junior

What is your current age range?
⃞ Less than 18
⃞ 18 to 24
⃞ 25 to 29

Undergraduate-senior
Graduate: Master student
Graduate: Doctoral student

⃞ 30 to 39
⃞ 40 to 49
⃞ More than 50
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What is your gender identity?
⃞ Woman
⃞ Man
⃞ Non-binary/ third gender
Do you identify as transgender?

⃞ Prefer to self-describe: ______________
⃞ Prefer not to say

⃞ Yes
⃞ No
⃞ Prefer not to say
Please check one or more of the following groups in which you consider yourself to be a
member:
⃞ White
⃞ Black or African American
⃞ American Indian or Native Alaskan
⃞ Asian or Asian American
⃞ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
⃞ Biracial or Multiracial
⃞ Other (please specify):
Please check if you are of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
⃞ No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
⃞ Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano
⃞ Yes, Puerto Rican
⃞ Yes, Cuban
⃞ Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Appendix E
Request for Permission to Conduct Research at [University Name]
[University Name]
Attention: Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs
[University Address]
[Date]
Dear Dr. [Provost],
My name is Rocio Alvarenga and I am a student in the College of Education working
towards a doctoral degree in Higher Education Administration and Leadership. The
research I wish to conduct for my doctoral dissertation involves understanding how
faculty stress factors and outcomes are related to work disengagement in the classroom
while understanding how students’ perception of faculty effectiveness are related to
students’ perception of the different levels of faculty stress characteristics. It is my hope
to also understand faculty preferences on how health and wellness programs can be
implemented to mitigate stress in the workplace as the findings may influence future
programming and research. The study will be conducted under the supervision of Dr.
Eduardo Arellano in the College of Education, Department of Educational Leadership
and Foundations.
I am hereby seeking your permission to email questionnaire links to all faculty and
students at the University of Texas at El Paso during the Spring of 2020 to understand
their perspectives on this important topic. Attached are the questionnaires and the letters
of invitation for participants.
If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at [phone
number] or email me at [email address]. Thank you for your time, support, and overall
consideration in this matter.
Respectfully,

Rocio Alvarenga, OTR, MOT
Doctoral Student
Education Administration and Leadership
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Appendix F
Electronic Mail Version of Consent Letter to Faculty Participant
Dear Instructor,
Since the late 1980s, research in higher education has demonstrated that faculty experience stress
in the workplace. However, limited evidence demonstrates the relationship between faculty
stress factors and outcomes and work engagement especially in the classroom. If you are a fulltime or part-time faculty member who taught any course that began in the classroom and not
solely online courses, you are invited to voluntarily complete a questionnaire that will be used as
research data. The questionnaire seeks to understand how faculty stress factors and outcomes are
related to work disengagement. Your participation would greatly enhance the results of this study
and may assist higher education administrators to emphasize the need to support faculty wellbeing. It is my hope to use the information to understand how to best support faculty in the
workplace.
You will be asked a series of structured questions about your well-being. Participation is
voluntary and you may skip any question. If you consent to complete the questionnaire, but later
wish to cease participation, you may simply stop answering the questions and withdraw your
involvement. If you do choose to withdraw, your responses to any previously answered
questionnaire questions will not be included in the study and there will be no penalties involved
if you choose not to take part in this study. The questionnaire will take you approximately 10-15
minutes to complete.
Due to the confidential nature of the questionnaire, there is little risk of being identified. The
questionnaire was developed using QuestionPro Survey Software that has the option to enable
for respondent anonymity, which does not allow for your email to be linked with the data. The
possibility of emotional discomfort is also considered minimal; however, you will be asked
demographic information that will be used further understand which stress factors and outcomes
are related to work disengagement. The information will not be used congruently in a manner
that could identify you and the name of the university will not be used in the dissertation or any
publications. Only I, as the researcher, will have access to the questionnaire responses, which
will be maintained in a password protected computer and locked file drawer. Thus, the
confidentiality and privacy of your identity and questionnaire responses are assured.
You will not be compensated for taking part in the study, but at the end of the questionnaire, you
may participate in a drawing for a $75 Starbucks gift card. Your information will remain
confidential and will only be used for the drawing. If you choose to participate, you will be
directed to a separate site that is not linked to the study. Additionally, it is hoped that this study
will create further professional understanding of the challenges of faculty stress. Your
participation will be of benefit in helping us understand the stress factors and outcomes that are
related to work disengagement. The findings may guide higher education leaders on where to
begin to support faculty. Additionally, your input may also provide insight into faculty
preferences for health and wellness programs that may mitigate stress in the workplace.
For any inquiries regarding this research, please call me at [phone number] or you may email me
at [email address]. You may also contact IRB at [email address] or [phone number].
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I truly appreciate your time to complete this questionnaire and for your participation in this
valuable research.
By completing and submitting your questionnaire, you indicate informed consent to
participate in this study giving permission for your data to be used anonymously by me.
Here is the link you can either click or copy and paste to find the questionnaire:
https://facultystress.questionpro.com
Respectfully,
Rocio Alvarenga
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Appendix G
Electronic Mail Version of Consent Letter to Student Participant
Dear Student,
I am currently working on a study to understand how students perceive faculty in the classroom.
Specifically, I want to understand how you perceive the faculty member teaching your class
reflects stress characteristics like being tired or stressed and how that makes you perceive if they
are effective in teaching the course. Your participation is extremely valuable. If you are 18 years
old or older and began a course in a classroom, I would appreciate you completing the
questionnaire that will be used as research data. The questionnaire will take you 5-10 minutes to
complete.
You will be asked a series of structured questions about your learning environment. Your
participation is voluntary, and you may skip any question. If you consent to complete the
questionnaire, but later wish to cease participation, you may simply stop answering the questions
and withdraw your involvement. If you do choose to withdraw, your responses to any previously
answered questionnaire questions will not be included in the study and there will be no penalties
involved if you choose not to take part in this study.
Due to the confidential nature of the questionnaire, there is little risk of being identified. The
questionnaire was developed using QuestionPro Survey Software that has the option to enable
for respondent anonymity, which does not allow for your email to be linked with the data. The
possibility of emotional discomfort is also considered minimal; however, you will be asked
demographic information that will provide insight into your perceptions on faculty effectiveness
and if faculty reflect stress characteristics. This information is valuable in endorsing the need to
support faculty who may experience stress because the faculty and student relationship is
essential in promoting your success as a student. The information will not be used congruently in
a manner that could identify you and the name of the university will not be used in the
dissertation or any publications. Only I will have access to the questionnaire responses, which
will be maintained in a password protected computer and locked file drawer. Thus, the
confidentiality and privacy of your identity and questionnaire responses are assured.
You will not be compensated for taking part in the study, but at the end of the questionnaire, you
may participate in a drawing for a $50 Starbucks gift card. Your information will remain
confidential and will only be used for the drawing. If you choose to participate, you will be
directed to a separate site that is not linked to the study. A break of confidentiality is not
anticipated to pose a serious risk to your well-being or livelihood but will be avoided to every
extent possible.
For any inquiries regarding this research, please call me at [phone number] or you may email me
at [email address]. You may also contact IRB at [email address] or [phone number].
I truly appreciate your time to complete this questionnaire and for your participation in this
valuable research.
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By completing and submitting your questionnaire, you indicate informed consent to
participate in this study giving permission for your data to be used anonymously by me.
Here is the link you can either click or copy and paste to find the questionnaire:
https://studentperceptions.questionpro.com
Respectfully,
Rocio Alvarenga
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Appendix H
Table 3
Statistical Matrix for each Research Question
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Table 1 continued
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Table 1 continued
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Table 1 continued
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Alvarenga joined the U.S. Navy in 1994 and was honorably discharged as a Spanish linguist
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